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ABSTRACT 
(DE)MYSTIFYING LITERACY PRACTICES 
IN A FOREIGN LANGUAGE CLASSROOM: A CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS 
SEPTEMBER, 2004 
YURI KUMAGAI, B.A., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
M.Ed., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor Theresa Y. Austin 
This study problematizes the literacy practices of a second-year, Japanese 
language classroom at a small women’s college. Drawing on critical perspectives on 
language, literacy and d/Discourse (Gee, 1990) - in particular, on sociocultural and 
poststructural theories - this study discusses the joint actions of a classroom teacher and 
her students. Using Fairclough’s (1992b) model of critical discourse analysis as an 
analytical tool combined with the methodology of critical ethnography, this study closely 
examines classroom interactions through moment-by-moment analysis of numerous 
literacy events. 
Through year-long ethnographic fieldwork and two subsequent years of dialogue 
with the teacher, I chose to focus my study on “moments of tension.” I selected five 
“critical moments” when diversions from the teacher’s lesson agenda were observed 
during the classroom literacy events. The dynamic interplay among the texts, the 
» % 
students’ identities and the teacher’s discourses inspired those critical moments. They 
were moments when both the teacher and the students struggled to defend what they 
believed as true and attempted to inhabit ideal subject positions against textual 
representations. 
vi 
My use of critical discourse analysis revealed that, in general, the students drew 
from the dominant discourses that the teacher had provided so that they could 
successfully participate and make sense of the literacy events. However, when the texts 
represented a reality or truth that challenged the students’ beliefs about their identity 
and/or ontology, the students resisted such representations and “disrupted” the dominant 
classroom discourse by drawing on counter-discourses. Similarly, when the students’ 
counter-discourses challenged the teacher’s ontology and/or identity, she resisted taking 
up those discourses and tried to normalize the moments by deflecting the issues at hand 
and by withdrawing from the “intersection of the discourses” rather than opting to 
facilitate a dialogue about competing discourses. 
This study argues that these moments of tension displayed how students 
contributed significantly to the production of knowledge in the classroom. They point 
out how students exercise their agency and take up positions as “knowers” that align with 
their sense of self. My analysis also allows me to draw implications for the possibility of 
critical literacy practices in a FL classroom. 
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CHAPTER 1 
BACKGROUND, PURPOSE AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 
Background of the Study 
My personal as well as professional life has almost entirely centered around 
language learning and teaching. I am a Japanese woman in my early 40’s who has been 
living in the US for the past 15 years. I came to the US when I was in my mid 20’s in 
order to further my education as well as to explore the world outside of my native 
country. 
I was raised in a family where the value of education was quintessential. For 
three generations, most of my family members engaged in some form of educational 
work. In my family, education was not regarded as merely excelling in school or as a 
mere credential for obtaining a good job; it was regarded as a life-long intellectual 
endeavor necessary for self-actualization. I take this belief very seriously. 
I grew up surrounded by an abundance of books. It is not an over-statement to 
say that “books” were my most intimate childhood friends. I have continued to cultivate 
my love for books and am still developing deeper appreciation for words, and their 
constructions of worlds, now in two languages. 
I started my foreign language education - English - when I entered junior high 
school. I studied English as an “academic subject” which consisted of knowledge of 
pronunciation (by memorizing pronunciation symbols), vocabulary, and grammar. 
Communication was not a part of language learning in school. Reading comprehension 
was assessed in the form of word for word translation. I did not like English and did not 
do too well in school. When I was in my junior year of high school, one of my English 
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teachers gave us a “real” book to read. It was at that point when I actually began 
enjoying learning English. My renewed interest and excitement which were inspired by 
the experience of reading a book led me to major in English literature in college. To gain 
further communication abilities, I continued studying English at one of the most rigorous 
language institutes in Tokyo after graduating from college. 
All my professional life has been devoted to foreign language education. Before 
coming to the US, I worked as a foreign language curriculum developer and also taught 
English to young children at an elementary school. Since I came to the US, I have been 
teaching Japanese at the college and university levels. I have taught Japanese at a large 
public university as well as small prestigious colleges. I have met and interacted with a 
great number of students who aspired to learn Japanese for their own various reasons. 
As I live in the US as a second language speaker, I have become very perceptive 
to situations of social inequity, discrimination and prejudice. I have experienced 
numerous incidents where I was made to feel powerless because of my “accented” 
language and of prejudice ascribed to my gender and ethnicity. I do not like conflict and 
confrontation; however, such experiences have taught me how to use language to assert 
myself, to claim my right, and to challenge any stereotypes or prejudices that would 
subject me to unfair treatment. As I became more aware of the social inequity in the US, 
I also began realizing that similar injustice exists in Japan, injustice that I was not able to 
see before. That was an educational experience that made me aware of the power 
relations within a society that are often exercised through language. It also taught me 
how to negotiate and shift power relations through the use of language. All of these life 
histories of mine have shaped me into who I am and who I want to become. 
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My life experience as a language learner and as a foreign language teacher has 
provided me with an opportunity to reflect deeply on language and to develop a greater 
appreciation for the intersection of language, literacy and culture. I believe that a 
language is intimately related to its culture and society, and that we cannot teach or learn 
it detached from its historical, sociocultural, and political contexts. When teaching, we 
are not only teaching language per se, but also teaching - often unconsciously - 
culturally specific value systems. Language reflects and constructs, and is constructed by 
sociocultural values, assumptions, and ideologies. 
Through the choice of the language we use, we construct sociocultural and 
interactional contexts. At the same time, the use of language is constructed as well as 
constricted by sociocultural and interactional contexts. When looking at power 
relationships between people, language plays a significant role in signaling such factors 
as social roles and status; it also positions one to be in that particular role. I believe it is 
very important for people to develop such a critical awareness of language. This 
awareness will not only help us assess the sociocultural and interactional contexts in 
which we are situated, but also provide us with the power to use language in a creative 
and critical way. 
I have come to firmly believe that one of the most important aspects of language 
teaching and learning is to develop critical literacy (and language) awareness. The core 
belief of critical literacy is captured by Paulo Freire’s widely cited quote: 
Reading the world always precedes reading the word, and reading the 
word implies continually reading the world...Reading always involves 
critical perception, interpretation, and rewriting of what is read. (Freire & 
Macedo, 1987, pp. 35-6, emphasis original) 
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Rather than viewing texts (broadly conceived) as “neutral, transparent windows 
on the realities of the social and natural world” (Voloshinov, 1986, in Luke, 1995), 
critical literacy requires self-reflection (both by the teacher and students) leading to 
“problematizing” or “interrogating” taken-for-granted concepts. It also encourages 
learners to innovate and appropriate the use of language in ways that serve their own 
purposes and intentions. 
In the past, I have engaged in several projects examining ways to incorporate 
critical literacy into Japanese as a foreign language (JFL) classrooms (Kumagai, 2001). I 
have explored possible tensions and conflicts in learning a new literacy that may arise 
due to different sociocultural values and norms between one’s first language and 
Japanese language (Austin & Kumagai, 2002a). I have also investigated the ideological 
implications of the use of different writing scripts (i.e., kanji, kana, roomaji’) in personal 
letters, novels, magazines, manga (Japanese comics), web pages, and/or advertisements 
(Austin & Kumagai, 2002b). 
I foresee, however, difficulties applying the concept of critical literacy to foreign 
language (FL) classrooms. In fact, even the term “literacy” does not have a popular 
currency in the context of FL education (Kern, 2000, 2003). When the term “literacy” is 
used within the FL education field, it is often understood as referring simply to reading 
and writing skills or abilities. In FL education, learning to read and write is viewed 
primarily as a cognitive process, and when students fail to perform, technical strategies 
are suggested to remediate problems presumably located within the student (Anderson & 
Irvine, 1993). 
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Another concern that I have regarding teaching a foreign language particularly at 
the university level is that students’ first language literacy is taken for granted. One 
resulting problem that influences teaching practices is the assumption that acquiring a 
new literacy is a matter of transferring that first language knowledge (e.g., principles 
about scripts) to another language. It is also assumed and expected that all students are 
on a “level playing field.” If someone cannot keep up with the instructional pace, the 
student is often dismissed as “having no discipline,” “lacking language sense,” or “not 
being motivated enough.” The root of that student’s difficulties may be related to an 
inability to reconcile personal assumptions and knowledge regarding her/his first 
language with the new language (Bell, 1995, 1997). 
“Learner-centeredness” has been a buzzword for the past couple of decades in 
Education in general, including the FL education field. Currently popular language 
teaching approaches such as the communicative approach (e.g., Brooks, 1993; Savignon, 
1991; Lee & VanPatten, 1995; Nunan, 1991; Sato & Kleinsasser, 1999) and proficiency- 
oriented approach (Omaggio Hadley, 1993) align themselves with that notion. However, 
often in practice, I find that the FL curriculum is based on the assumption and premise of 
“uniform learning,” and that the students’ achievement is measured by arbitrarily set 
standards. One resulting consequence is the “sink or swim” approach which I consider as 
one reason for the great decrease in the number of students who continue studying a 
foreign language after finishing their first year. 
In my teaching experience, I have often experienced that the lesson agendas or 
plans were not necessarily guided by student needs, but instead, controlled and restricted 
by the curriculum in general, and by the textbook in particular. The textbook often 
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controls and restricts which vocabulary are to be introduced, what grammatical structures 
need to be learned, and what topics are to be discussed. To incorporate all the materials 
that are there to be introduced, the interactional format is often structured by the teacher’s 
“monologic script” (Gutierrez, Rymes & Larson, 1995). Students’ participation is 
encouraged and appreciated insofar as it follows that script. When divergences from the 
teacher’s script occur (in whatever form), they are usually treated as disruptive or 
interruptive behaviors and not given any significance. We, language teachers, seldom 
reflect on what had actually happened or what that meant. However, I believe critically 
reflecting on some of these moments could provide us with an important opportunity to 
understand students’ perspectives, meaning making processes, and their identities as well 
as to re-examine the assumptions, values, and expectations that shape our teaching 
practices. 
The concept of “critical literacy” is not popular among mainstream second/foreign 
language professionals. I have noticed that foreign language teachers tend to believe that 
our only job is to train students to be “pragmatically” competent (e.g., Santos, 2001). 
That is, to equip students with “language skills.” I often hear the comment “I’m just a 
language teacher.” That is to say, issues such as critical language/literacy awareness and 
the discussions about ideological or political effects of language use are considered to 
belong to other fields such as literature, civilization, history, or politics. 
However, if we are to prepare students to become autonomous, independent 
language users in a real world, and if we are to educate students about different cultures 
and societies that need to co-exist, I strongly believe that it is our unavoidable obligation 
to help them develop critical awareness of language from the earliest stage of language 
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learning. Informed by critical views of language education, Reagan and Osborn (2002) 
highlight some of the major benefits of leaning a foreign language. They stress that 
studying a foreign language helps us understand “the diversity that underlies our ways of 
constructing and organizing knowledge, and the many different realities in which we all 
live and interact” (p. 12). This has profound implications for developing critical 
awareness of language and social relationships. They also stress that studying a language 
other than one’s own “[requires] that we become not merely tolerant of differences, but 
truly understanding of differences (linguistic and otherwise) and their implications” by 
seeking to understand and enter realities that have been constructed by “others” (p. 13). 
They continue to say that these learning processes would provide us with a sort of 
“humility” that is a “valuable possession in its own right” (p. 13). 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to problematize “literacy practices2” in a traditional 
literacy-based foreign language classroom. Through a critical lens informed by critical 
views of language and literacy (i.e., sociocultural theories and poststructural theories as 
articulated by feminist theorists), the study closely examines the discursive practices 
between and among a teacher and her students during numerous “literacy events3.” 
Particularly, the study focuses on moments of tension and conflict as well as to moments 
of students’ oppositional language use during literacy events. The design of this study is 
based on my assumption that such moments are inherent in a language classroom because 
language and literacy practices - or “Discourses4” - are almost always a site for conflict 
and struggle (Gee, 1990, 1991). I believe that these moments of tension or conflict help 
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us see how the teacher and the students actively try to make sense of their literacy 
practices within the classroom setting. 
Some scholars refer to these moments as “critical moments” (Candlin, 2001) or 
“rich points” (Agar, 1994), and the alternative discursive space created by such moments 
is called the “third space” (Gutierrez et. al., 1995). Often, in a FL classroom, these 
moments are viewed negatively. They are usually considered as moments of disruption 
or of a teacher’s failure in terms of classroom management. However, paying careful 
attention to these moments is significant because they help us unravel different discourses 
that are in play and the different subject positions (or social identities) enacted by the 
teacher and students in the moment-by-moment discursive practices (Brodkey, 1996). By 
closely examining “critical moments,” we can begin to understand issues such as how 
students negotiate meaning-making processes, how they socially and discursively 
construct their understanding of a new language and culture, what subject positions they 
take up, and how they negotiate and shift between their “tacit” or “aspired” identities and 
a “new language self.” 
Because different language and cultural practices value and encourage one to 
represent oneself in a certain way, foreign language learners need to negotiate and reach 
some state of equilibrium in order to reconcile who they are and who they want to 
become in relation to how they are perceived by others. As some language educators 
have pointed out, learning a new language requires, ultimately, creating a “new” self 
(Reagan and Osborn, 2002; Kramsch & Nolden, 1994; Shen, 1989/1998). 
I should emphasize that the purpose of the study is not to critique the 
effectiveness or ineffectiveness of one classroom teacher’s teaching practices. I will 
8 
discuss, however, the teacher’s classroom practices as a discursive construction within 
the field of foreign language education. Informed by poststructural understanding of 
knowledge and reality, I take a position that one’s actions (linguistic and otherwise) are 
strongly shaped and limited by available discourses. Through the critical microanalysis 
of the moment-by-moment discursive practices during the classroom interactions, I hope 
to heighten our awareness and deepen our understanding of the implications of classroom 
literacy practices, which would then lead us to construct and inform alternative 
educational practices. 
Guiding Research Questions 
In this study, I use the following research questions as a guide in order to 
understand the ways in which literacy practices are socially and discursively constructed 
in the classroom: 
I. What kinds of literacy practices are available in the classroom? 
II. How are literacy events socially and discursively constructed? 
• What Discourses do the teacher and students draw on to co-construct and make sense 
of activities, knowledge production, and knowledge representation during literacy 
events? 
III. When and how do “moments of tension” arise (or become visible), and who 
participates? 
• What “alternative” Discourses are drawn on (by the teacher and students) to make 
sense of such moments and to reconstruct their understanding? 
• How do the teacher and students negotiate their subject positions during such 
moments? 
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IV. What is the significance (or impact) of these moments in relation to the students’ 
learning of Japanese language and literacy? 
I use the term, “moments of tension and conflict,” in a broad and literal sense. 
That is, I include any moments that are outside of the teacher’s agenda in that definition. 
I gave significance to moments where I noticed any shift in linguistic and/or physical 
behaviors that were triggered by interactions with texts or with other participants during 
literacy events. For example, I have looked for code-switches between Japanese and 
English, register-shifts (e.g., formal vs. casual language), sudden topic-shifts and the 
introduction of a new topic, and shifts in power dynamics. These moments could be 
manifestations of one’s own individual internal tension or conflict. They could also be 
tension or conflict between/among participants. 
Significance of the Study 
Review of literature suggests that there is a gap between theory and practice as 
well as research and pedagogical concerns regarding literacy in the field of foreign 
language education (including Japanese as a foreign language). As sociocultural theories 
of language and literacy have slowly begun to make inroads into the field of second and 
foreign language education, it has been pointed out that more classroom-based 
ethnographic studies are necessary in order to understand language and literacy learning 
in a context (e.g., Kern, 2000; Kramsch, 1989; Perez, 1998) and to connect the gap 
between theory and practice. This study would, therefore, contribute to the research 
tradition in foreign language education where the current knowledge base 
disproportionately relies on psycholinguistic and sociocognitive research by adding 
critical perspectives (e.g., Candlin, 2001; Breen, 2001). 
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The analytical tool that I used for this study - the critical discourse analysis 
(CDA5) (Fairclough, 1992b, 1995) - has been developed for examining discourses that 
occur mainly in public domains such as media reports, magazine articles, government 
reports, political debates, and such institutionally situated interactions as doctor-patient 
conversations (e.g., Fairclough, 1989, 1995). More recently, researchers have begun 
using the CDA to conduct research in educational contexts (Rogers, 2003, 2004), 
particularly focusing on situations that occur in the classroom context (e.g., Love, 2001; 
Morgan, 1997; Orellana, 1996; Wallace, 2003; Young, 2004). The CDA has also been 
applied to the Japanese language context; however, the number of studies is still very 
limited. These studies analyzed the implicit political ideology in Japanese history 
textbooks (Barnard, 1998) and in speeches made by a Japanese Prime Minister (Fidler, 
2003), and the ideology of gender in popular TV talk shows (Ohara, 2000), in popular 
book titles (Ohara, 2000), and in popular magazine articles (Maynard, 1997). My study 
will, therefore, contribute to extending the use of CDA into a context where more 
research is necessary in order to refine its methodological usefulness. 
Perhaps more importantly, this study would contribute to pedagogical practices in 
foreign language education. By highlighting and demonstrating details of moment-by- 
mornent interactions in everyday classroom literacy events - particularly those moments 
of diversion from the teacher’s agenda - the study would inform foreign language 
practitioners about alternative ways to understand such moments and to use them 
strategically and productively as opportunities for teaching and learning language, 
literacy and culture. 
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In my own teaching experience, I have experienced numerous moments of 
conflict and discomfort. As I do not like conflict and confrontation, my dealing with 
those moments previously has been to avoid addressing possible reasons or to deny the 
existence of such moments. However, this study has provided me (as a researcher as well 
as a teacher) with some insights to appreciate and make sense of such moments. This 
understanding would prepare me to engage in the moments of conflict in much more 
productive ways. It is my hope that the readers of this dissertation would also benefit 
from the findings of the study when dealing with similar moments. 
Finally, all of the moments of tension or conflict that I analyzed could be thought 
of as creating spaces to bring in critical literacy practices to foreign language classrooms. 
My discussion regarding the implications of the moments of tension on critical literacy 
would, therefore, inform foreign language practitioners about the possibility and potential 
of applying critical literacy in their own classrooms. 
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Notes for Chapter 1 
xKanji, kana and roomaji are different systems of orthography used in writing 
Japanese. They will be explained in more detail in the literature review chapter. 
2“Literacy practice” refers to “the general ways of utilizing literacy which people 
draw upon in particular situations” (Barton, 2001, p. 96; also, Baynham, 1995; Street, 
1995; Heath, 1983). More explanations will be given in Chapter 3. 
3“Literacy event” is defined as “any occasion in which a piece of writing is 
integral to the nature of participants’ interactions and their interpretive processes” (Heath, 
1982, in Street, 1995, p.162). Barton (2001) has identified a recent broadening uses of 
the term, “literacy event,” from “one which focuses on talk around a text, ...to one that 
includes talk about a text...to not containing talk” but using a text symbolically (p.99). 
More explanations will be given in Chapter 3. 
4“Discourse” (with capital ‘D’) refers to “a socially accepted association among 
ways of using language, of thinking, feeling, believing, valuing, and of acting that can be 
used to identify oneself as a member of a socially meaningful group or ‘social 
network’...” (Gee, 1990, p.143). More explanations will be given in Chapter 3. 
5Several scholars have developed different methods and approaches that are 
categorized under the label of “critical discourse analysis” (e.g., Fairclough, 1992b; Gee, 
1999; van Dijk, 1993; Wodak, 1996). The overarching premise shared by these different 
approaches is “to capture the dynamic relationships between discourse and society, 
between the micropolitics of everyday texts and macropolitical landscape of ideological 
forces and power relations, capital exchange, and material historical conditions” (Luke, 
2002, p. 100). When I use the acronym, “CDA,” in my study, however, I only refer to 
the model developed by Fairclough. 
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CHAPTER 2 
COMPETING DISCOURSES ON LITERACY 
Introduction 
The understanding and definitions of literacy vary depending on the academic 
disciplines and on the perspectives and epistemologies that one holds. Literacy could be 
viewed as a technology (e.g., Goody & Watt, 1986; Olson, 1977; Ong, 1982, etc.), as a 
set of language skills (e.g., Alderson, 1984; Chall, 1989, etc.), as a set of cognitive 
abilities (e.g., Goodman, 1975/1983; Thorndike, 1917, etc.), or as a social practice 
embedded in historical, sociocultural, and political contexts (e.g., Gee, 1998/1991, 1990, 
2000; Heath, 1983; Kern, 2000, 2003; Kramsch, 1989; Kramsch & Nolden, 1994; Street, 
1995, etc.). A different perspective of literacy selectively privileges particular aspects of 
literacy and often ignores others. In order to understand and address the issues involved 
in learning a new literacy, it is important to acknowledge the interrelationships and 
interdependence of different aspects of literacy. 
In this chapter, I will first highlight the three different constitutive aspects of 
literacy that are discussed within language teaching: the linguistic aspect, the cognitive 
aspect, and the sociocultural aspect (Johns, 1997; Kern, 2000, 2003; Kucer, 2001). 
Taken alone, any one of the perspectives provides only a partial view of literacy. Taken 
together, the three perspectives complement one another and more adequately illuminate 
literacy’s multiple facets (Kern, 2000, 2003). Then, I will discuss how literacy is 
currently conceptualized within the field of Japanese as a foreign language (JFL) and 
summarize what issues of literacy in JFL have been explored through the review of 
empirical and pedagogical studies conducted on reading and writing (in the past 15 
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years). In so doing, I will highlight different discourses that currently dominate and shape 
the research trends and teaching practices. What will become clear through the 
discussion of literature in JFL is the fact that congnitive and linguistic aspects are 
overemphasized at the expense of sociocultural aspects of literacy. I will, then, introduce 
and discuss the theories and application of sociocultural views of literacy in the FL field. 
Multiple Aspects of Literacy 
Linguistic Aspects 
A linguistic perspective - a “text-centric view” (Johns, 1997) - of literacy is 
concerned with the ability to recognize and produce graphic representations of words and 
morphemes, and knowledge of the conventions that determine how these elements can be 
combined and ordered to make sentences. It also involves understanding the various 
ways in which sentences are combined into paragraphs, and how paragraphs are in turn 
organized into larger units of writing (Kern, 2000, 2003). It concerns the linguistic 
features of texts rather than what people do when they read and write. Issues often 
discussed within the linguistic aspects are orthographies, vocabulary, grammar, 
mechanics, rhetorical organization and genres. 
Cognitive Aspects 
A cognitive perspective - a “learner-centric view” (Johns, 1997) - of literacy is 
concerned with learners’ individual cognitive development and processing. Reading is 
viewed as a thinking process through which readers must relate the written symbols they 
perceive to their knowledge of language, of texts, of content areas, and of the world, in 
order to bring meaning to a text (Kern, 2000, 2003). This requires the reader to elaborate 
on mental representations (or schemata) and reconcile expectations with text features. 
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Similarly, writing requires active thinking and problem solving. In a broad sense, 
therefore, reading and writing can be seen as acts of meaning construction. Often, the 
meaning making process is defined as a function within the individual’s mind. 
Psycholinguistic theories such as phonemic awareness, schema theory, information 
processing theory, and/or theory of cross-linguistic effects often guide research within 
this domain. 
Sociocultural Aspects 
Sociocultural perspectives of literacy are informed by a newly emerging, 
interdisciplinary field constituted by scholars from social psychology, anthropology, 
linguistics, and education (Gee, 1990). The sociocultural views of literacy are borne out 
of the concerns regarding the ways that early behaviorists, and the currently dominant 
cognitivists conceptualize what “literacy,” or “reading” and “writing” mean (Gee, 2000). 
Traditionally, literacy has been discussed only within the linguistic and cognitive 
dimensions. The proponents of sociocultural perspectives of literacy emphasize and urge 
us to consider the crucially important, yet often neglected dimension of literacy - the 
sociocultural dimension. They argue that reading and writing only make sense when 
studied in the context of the sociocultural practices in which they are situated (e.g., 
Barton, 1994; Baynham, 1995; Gee, 1990, 2000; Heath, 1983; Street, 1993). 
The notion of literacy from sociocultural perspectives encompasses much more 
than reading and writing skills as it situates literacy within a social and cultural context 
(both micro and macro). It involves reading and writing as well as talk around and about 
texts. From the sociocultural perspectives, literacy can be broadly defined as a social 
practice embedded in historical, sociocultural and political contexts (e.g., Barton, 1994; 
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Barton, Hamilton & Ivanic, 2000; Baynham, 1995; Gee, 1987, 1990, 2000; Street, 1993, 
1995). Advocates of sociocultural views of literacy often highlight the importance of 
integrating critical literacy into language teaching practices. 
Literacy in Japanese as a Foreign (or Second) Language1 
The Japanese Orthographic Systems 
In order to facilitate the understanding of issues involved in “literacy” in the 
Japanese language, I will begin by briefly describing the Japanese orthographic systems 
that are quite distinct from alphabet-based languages. 
Japanese language involves two distinctive orthographic systems: kana and kanji. 
These systems are used simultaneously in typical Japanese sentences2. Kana is a sound- 
based script (called a syllabary) in which the syllable is the basic unit of representation. 
There are two kinds of syllabaries, hiragana and katakana, which compliment each other 
in sounds. Each kana system has 46 basic symbols and 25 additional ones that are 
formed by adding one of two diacritic marks to the basic symbols. These diacritics are 
used to represent syllables with initial voiced consonants (such as “g,” “z,” “d” and “b”) 
and syllables with initial voiceless bilabial plosive “p” syllables3. 
The other system, kanji, which literally means Chinese character, is a meaning- 
based script (logography) where one character represents the meaning of a whole word or 
morpheme. More than 50,000 kanji are said to exist in the Japanese language, however, 
in 1981, the Ministry of Education identified 1945 characters as the most commonly used 
kanji characters. These kanji were labeled as Jooyoo kanji (meaning, commonly used 
kanji) for official use such as in legislation, commercial and academic documents as well 
as newspapers (e.g., Nihongo Kyooiku Jiten, 1990; Tamamura, 1993). About 1000 
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additional kanji are used in the names of people, places, literature and science (Taylor, 
1998). One of the difficulties that the users of Japanese face regarding kanji - aside from 
its numbers and complexities of some of them in scribing - is the multiple soundings 
assigned to a single kanji. Giving accurate sounds for kanji words particularly those 
proper nouns such as names of people and places cause a great difficulty even for well- 
educated, native users of the Japanese language. Naturally, for the learners of Japanese, 
the changing sound of each kanji poses a greatest dismay and difficulty. 
Each system of writing has its own function-specific nature. Hiragana is used 
primarily for function words (i.e., case-marking particles, verb-, adjective-, and adverb- 
inflections) and some proper nouns such as names. Katakana is used mainly for words 
borrowed from foreign languages (except the Chinese language), as well as for mimetic 
words (i.e., onomatopoeia and ideophone). Hiragana and katakana can also be used to 
emphasize certain words in a similar fashion as “bolding” or “underlining” would be used 
in the English language (Vance, 1987). Kanji is used for content words such as verb-, 
adjective- and adverb-roots, as well as nouns and names. 
Usually in a typical Japanese language class in the US, hiragana is introduced 
first, followed by katakana, and then kanji. Since each hiragana symbol represents a 
syllable, learners can start transcribing each Japanese sound into a written form as soon 
as they have learned the hiragana system. That is, without using any kanji at all, one can 
write everything with only kana. One can argue, therefore, that the value of using kanji 
is more sociocultural than practical4. In other words, there is a higher social value placed 
on the use of kanji than the use of simple hiragana. This value could be similar to the 
appreciation of having a large vocabulary, for example, in the English language. The 
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knowledge and the use of large numbers of kanji can be often considered as a “status 
symbol” (Tanaka, 1975) which signals one’s sophistication and intelligence. 
Research Literature 
I have conducted a review of research literature on JFL literacy (reading and 
writing) in order to identify theoretical assumptions that shape research trends, and the 
topics and issues that are considered as important. I will present the findings of the 
literature review to highlight the different discourses that I have identified. 
FL Literacy as Language Skills & Knowledge of Orthography/ Vocabulary 
The review of research literature indicated that currently in the JFL field, reading 
and writing are treated as distinctly separate “skills.” Interestingly, none of the research 
that I reviewed used the term “literacy” in their reports. Instead, terms such as “word 
recognition” (e.g., Chikamatsu, 1996; Everson & Kikuya, 1998; Mori, 1998), “decoding” 
(e.g., Everson, et al., 1998; Horiba, 1990) and “encoding” (e.g., Horiba, 1996b) are used. 
This is indicative of how the researchers in the field conceptualize what it means to read 
and write. Primarily, reading is viewed as a “decoding skill” and writing as an “encoding 
skill.” 
Kanji is, by far, the most researched and discussed literacy topic across the two 
modalities (i.e., reading & writing) in Japanese. Issues around kanji are examined from 
both linguistic and cognitive perspectives of literacy. The kanji research topics include: 
kanji recognition and decoding strategies (Mori, 1998; Mori & Nagy, 1999), learner 
perceptions (Toyoda, 1995), kanji teaching methods (Flaherty & Noguchi, 1998; Kaiho, 
1990; Kawaguchi, 1993; Lu, Webb, Krus & Fox, 1999; Majima. 1992; Yamashita & 
Maru, 2000), natures and types of kanji errors (Hatta, Kawakami & Flatasa, 1997; Hatta, 
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Kawakami & Tamaoka, 1998), and effects of LI orthography on kanji learning (Mori, 
1998; Koda, 1989). In these studies, often the experimental designs are such that the 
kanji is decontextualized from the textual context as well as the learning context. 
The review of research on reading suggests that much of the research considers 
individual kanji characters or words (i.e., vocabulary) - as in “word recognition” - as a 
starting point to conduct an investigation (Chikamatsu, 1996; Mori, 1998, 1999; Mori & 
Nagy, 1999). The general assumption present in these studies is that each word contains 
an absolute meaning, and by stringing words together, learners can decipher and 
comprehend the meaning of sentences, and then proceed to whole passages. 
This “autonomous” (Street, 1995) view of literacy is in contrast to the more 
current understanding of reading (and writing) which views the reader as interacting with 
the text to actively construct, rather than to discover, a meaning. Widdowson (1979), for 
example, suggests that a “text does not have meaning, but potential for meaning, which 
will vary from reader to reader, depending upon a multitude of factors, but crucially 
related to purpose and knowledge. In this view, meaning is actually created by the reader 
in his [sic] interaction with the text” (in Alderson & Urquhart, 1984, p. xviii, emphasis 
original). 
FL Literacy as Cognitive Processes 
In their reports on reading research, the researchers used terms such as “cognitive 
processing” (e.g., Horiba, 1996b; Kitajima, 1997; Koda, 1992, 1993b), “information 
processing capacity” (e.g., Koda, 1992; Horiba, 1990, 1996a), and “coding capability” 
(e.g., Koda, 1993b) to describe the processes of reading. This indicates that reading are 
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viewed from a cognitive and technological point of view, and human minds are treated as 
if they were “computational devices” (Lantolf, 2000). 
The reading research conducted on the sentence and textual level all examine the 
cognitive processing of reading comprehension (Everson, et al., 1998; Horiba, 1990, 
1993, 1996a; Watanabe, 1998). Factors such as different text structures (Horiba, 1996b; 
Kikuchi, 1997; Tateoka, 1996), readers’ language competency levels (including native 
versus non-native comparisons) (Horiba, 1990, 1993, 1996a), and the role of memory 
(Horiba, 1990, 1993, 1996a, 1996b) in relation to comprehension are considered to be of 
utmost significance. Effects of various forms of strategy training are also investigated 
(Kitajima, 1997; Sugiyama, Tashiro & Nishi, 1997; Tsurumi, 1998; Shiraishi, 1999). In 
writing research, Uzawa and Cumming (1989) examined the influence of different types 
of writing tasks on the process of essay writing using the think aloud protocol. 
In this line of research, reading (or writing) is considered as an individual 
cognitive act occurring in the individual’s mind isolated from the contexts where reading 
(or writing) events take place. Data gathering methods such as the think aloud protocol 
and the recall method clearly demonstrate such assumptions. These studies also ignore 
the fact that the reading (or writing) strategies that students demonstrate (i.e., top-down 
strategy vs. bottom-up strategy, or lower mental processing vs. higher mental processing) 
in the experimental situations are often a reflection of how they were taught to read (or 
write) in a foreign language classroom. Further, by not taking into account the historical 
and sociocultural background of individual students, these studies ignore what the 
students bring to the experimental situations (i.e., prior knowledge of reading and of the 
task; prior understanding of social functions or importance of literacy). 
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FL Literacy as a Tool for Demonstrating the Linguistic Knowledge 
Most of the writing (i.e., essay composition) research seems to fit into this 
category. The studies mainly deal with issues from the linguistic aspects of literacy. The 
topics for investigating issues around “composing” include: examining the influence of 
different types of writing tasks on composition (Ishibashi, 1997; Koda, 1993a), 
examining the extent of self-revision and self-correction by learners (Komiya, 1991; 
Ishibashi, 2000), investigating issues related to the rhetorical organization of 
compositions (Kadowaki, 1999; Sugita, 1994), and examining the criteria used for 
evaluating students’ compositions (Koda, 1993a; Tanaka, Hajikano & Tsubone, 1998; 
Higuchi, 1996; Tashiro, 1995; Sasaki & Taguchi, 1994). 
Many of the studies compared native Japanese writers with JF/SL learners. Based 
on those comparisons, the studies attempted to establish norms and standards to be used, 
primarily, as assessment tools. The direction of research is also geared towards 
identifying teaching strategies that would help L2 learners assimilate, adapt and 
internalize norms that are considered by their teachers (or researchers) as significant in 
order to be competent in L2. These norms and standards seem to be considered as static. 
The underlying assumption seems to be that there is a monolithic prototype of “good 
Japanese composition,” and that any diversions from that model are, probably, second 
language “problems.” Such an assumption drives the view that the process of writing in a 
FL is simply to translate the ideas and thoughts generated in LI to FL (i.e., finding the 
comparable vocabulary, arranging them into the syntax of FL, and writing in different 
scripts). Much of the research focuses on the surface features of language and rarely 
deals with issues of content. Creative power, the dynamic interplay of LI and L2, voice, 
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negotiation, resistance to assimilation, and appropriation of FL by L2 learners are not 
discussed. The contextual factors that influence writing are ignored. 
Pedagogical Literature 
In order to understand how literacy is conceptualized in practice, I have also 
conducted a review of the pedagogical literature on literacy in foreign language 
education5. 
FL Literacy as Language Exercises 
One of the most dominant practices regarding literacy (reading and writing) in FL 
education is treating texts as sources of “language data” (e.g., Alderson, 1984; Elley, 
1984; Devitt, 1997), and using those data for “language exercises” (Alderson & Urquhart, 
1984; Elley, 1984; Scott, 1992, 1996; Bernhardt, 1991; White & Caminero, 1995). In 
this approach, the efforts to teach reading are “centered on the use of reading [texts] to 
examine grammar and vocabulary, or to practice pronunciation” (Silberstein, 1987, in 
Grabe, 1991, p.376). The goal of reading instruction is text comprehension. 
Comprehension is considered to be achieved when students’ answers match the teacher’s 
or textbook authors’ expectations. This “one-meaning approach” reinforces the idea that 
there is one “correct interpretation” of a text (e.g., Alderson & Urquhart, 1984). 
The role of writing is limited to its use as a way to practice grammar and 
linguistic accuracy, and as a tool to demonstrate such knowledge (e.g., Scott, 1996; 
Bernhardt, 1991; White & Caminero, 1995). The focus of writing tasks is often on 
surface feature accuracy rather than development, organization, and effective expression 
of the students’ thoughts or ideas (Scott, 1996). In other words, the production of correct 
forms and transcription, rather than composition is the main focus of such writing 
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instruction. The goal of writing instruction is to help students internalize what the teacher 
(or researcher) assumes to be the native writers’ norm. 
FL Literacy as Behavior Modification and Hahit Formation 
In regards to reading instruction, many activities that aim to help learners develop 
particular reading strategies (i.e., top-down strategies vs. bottom-up strategies) are 
discussed (e.g., Kern, 1992; Cooper, 1984; Grabe, 1991; Paran, 1996). These discussions 
seem to suggest that the important goal of reading instruction is to modify one’s reading 
strategies - thus, behaviors. Regardless of the unique background of individual learners, 
a prescribed pattern is thought to be effective, and learners are encouraged to adopt that 
particular pattern. 
Reading instruction is mainly discussed from the methodological point of view 
(e.g., Day & Bamfor, 1998; Matsui, 1997; Ogawa, 1991; Swaffer, 1991; Yamada, 1991). 
Many pedagogists stress the importance of developing “automaticity” (Everson, 1994; 
Grabe, 1991; Paran, 1996). Developing “reading speed” is one of the important features 
of the exercises that are suggested to foster “automaticity.” These exercises remind me 
of the techniques used in behaviorism to develop a “stimulus-response.” Importance is 
placed on reading techniques or styles and how such techniques develop reading 
strategies or habits. 
FL Literacy as Meaning-Making Processes 
A current view of reading regards it as “a purposeful, active, and interactive 
thinking process by which readers bring their world knowledge, language knowledge, 
and procedural knowledge to bear on features of a text to create meaning” (Kern, 1992, 
p.308; also Grabe, 1991; Taniguchi, 1991). This view emphasizes the process of reading 
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as well as the role of background knowledge - schemata - an individual reader brings 
into reading. 
Similarly, more and more FL writing scholars have begun to advocate viewing 
writing as a process (e.g., Byrd, 1994; Hewins, 1986; Homstad & Thorson, 2000a, 2000b; 
McKee, 1981; Scott, 1992, 1996; White & Caminero, 1995) instead of the product- 
oriented, “skill-getting” approach. Further, the social aspect of writing has begun to gain 
prominence over the cognitive aspect of writing. In order to emphasize the social 
function of writing - that is, to express and communicate personal meaning with others 
(Kurachi, 1994; Tokumaru, 2000) - issues such as awareness of audience (Hewins, 1986; 
Homstad & Thorson, 2000a, 2000b; McKee, 1981; White & Caminero, 1995) and the 
purpose of writing (i.e., personal and relevant) (McKee, 1981; Mizutani, 1997; Sato, 
1991) become more important foci of writing activities. 
Further, instead of treating reading and writing as a solitary activity, benefits of 
collaborative reading (Taniguchi, 1991) and writing (Byrd, 1994; Homstad & Thorson, 
2000a, 2000b; Scott, 1996) have been discussed. 
FL Literacy as a Tool for Skill Integration (Reading-Writing Connections! 
Reading-writing connections is a new trend in research and practice that has been 
emerging in order to forge links between reading and writing. In the past fifteen years, 
there has been a growing research focus on reading-writing connections as well as an 
increased interest in integrating reading and writing instruction in LI, and then in the 
ESL field (see Belcher & Hirvela, 2001; Carson & Leki, 1993). However, it is only in 
the past few years that FL educators have begun to follow such a direction. 
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FL pedagogical literature regarding reading-writing connections can be 
categorized according to two approaches: 1) reading to write approach (Godev, 1997; 
Ruiz-Funes, 1999, 2001); and 2) writing to read approach (Knutson, 2000; Liaw, 2001). 
The basic tenet behind both approaches is “that [reading and writing] should be taught 
together and that the combination of both literacy skills enhances learning in all areas” 
(Grabe, 2001, p.25). 
Unlike traditional FL instruction where reading and writing are treated as 
distinctly separate skills, “reading-writing connections” acknowledges the 
interdependence and interrelationship between reading and writing. Skill integration is 
another concept that is highly emphasized. Although both modalities (reading and 
writing) are used together and a discussion around the texts is often a part of the 
instructional activities, improving writing ability (i.e., reading-to-write approach) or 
reading ability (i.e., writing-to-read approach) remains as the ultimate pedagogical goal. 
Summary of Literature on JFL Literacy 
The discourses that are identified in the above literature review heavily 
concentrate on two of the three constitutive aspects of literacy: linguistic aspects and 
cognitive aspects. By placing emphasis on the linguistic aspect, initial JFL literacy is 
considered as a set of language skills - reading and writing skills, and decoding and 
encoding skills - which are built upon the foundation of orthography and vocabulary 
knowledge. The main focus of reading and writing instruction is to develop and 
demonstrate these skills and abilities. By placing emphasis on the cognitive aspect. JFL 
literacy is considered as individual cognitive processes that lead to meaning making. In 
order to develop students’ efficiency and effectiveness in JFL literacy, reading and 
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writing instruction often focus on modifying students’ reading/writing behaviors and 
developing particular reading/writing habits. L2 literacy is considered as mainly to do 
with psycholinguistic processes, and is discussed based on schema theory and/or LI 
transfer (Pennycook, 2000). 
Although there is no doubt that the linguistic and cognitive aspects of literacy are 
important, overemphasis on these aspects and ignoring the sociocultural aspects of 
literacy do not adequately address issues involved in acquiring FL literacy (Austin & 
Kumagai, 2002b; Bell, 1995, 1997). The following statement by Bell (1995), who 
conducted an autobiographical study of learning Chinese literacy, is particularly 
illuminating: 
Most of my difficulties arose out of my mistaken assumption that literacy 
in English and Chinese was differentiated only by the shape of the 
squiggles on the paper...Had I realized I was attempting to develop a new 
way of thinking, learning a new way to present myself to the world, and 
developing a new set of values, I might have been more prepared for the 
impact this would have on my self and identity, (p.701) 
The current conceptualizations of literacy in the JFL field misguide the students 
leading them to believe that what matters in literacy is “mastering” its mechanical 
aspects. Further, they perpetuate the myths that there is one form of literacy that is 
“correct” and “appropriate,” and fail to address the fact that notions such as “correctness” 
and “appropriateness” are context-dependent, and are historically and socioculturally 
constructed. In order to understand what “literacy” means to people and how it is 
acquired and used, the historical, sociocultural, political and institutional contexts warrant 
consideration. 
To address and augment the limitations of the current notions of literacy in the 
JFL field, sociocultural perspectives of literacy - particularly, the notion of critical 
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literacy - can be informative. It provides us with alternative ways to understand and 
examine the multifaceted functions of literacy practices and the complexity of acquiring a 
new literacy. 
Sociocultural Perspectives of Literacy: Theories and Applications to FL Education 
Sociocultural theories have begun to conceptualize new definitions for literacy in 
English language (LI) education, opening up new directions for research, theory and 
practice. We have started to see some impact of the sociocultural perspectives of literacy 
in FL (L2) education6. FL educators who have begun to adopt the sociocultural 
perspectives are grappling with ideas regarding what would be the most beneficial and 
realistic way to incorporate the theoretical and philosophical insights presented by LI 
scholars. 
From the sociocultural perspectives, literacy can be broadly defined as a social 
practice embedded in historical, sociocultural and political contexts (e.g., Barton, 1994; 
Baynham, 1995; Gee, 1990, 1991, 2000; Street, 1993, 1995). The major thesis espoused 
by the proponents of this view is that literacy is implicated in power relations. Thus, in 
order to understand what “literacy” means to people and how it is acquired and used, the 
historical, sociocultural, political, and institutional contexts must be taken into 
consideration. 
“Language Mediates”: Social Bases of Language and Thought 
It is often said that sociocultural theories have their origins in Russian 
psychologist, Lev Vygotsky’s theory of the human mind. The most important theoretical 
insight presented by Vygotsky is that “higher forms of human mental activity are always, 
and everywhere, mediated by symbolic means” (in Lantolf, 1994, p.418, emphasis 
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original). In other words, we, humans, use symbolic tools (as we use physical tools) to 
establish a mediated relationship between the world and ourselves. Symbolic tools, or 
signs, include mnemonic devices, algebraic symbols, diagrams and graphs, and most 
importantly language (Lantolf, 1994). 
Vygotsky’s theory of “linguistically mediated cognition” has a significant 
influence on the development of the sociocultural views of literacy. Although Vygotsky 
did not specifically discuss the issues of “literacy” per se, his (and his colleagues’) 
theoretical constructs such as “mediation,” “activity” and the “zone of proximal 
development (ZPD)” have recently been incorporated into discussions of literacy and 
language practices in LI as well as in L2 education. Kern (2000) highlights two 
implications of Vygotsky’s theory on literacy. First, “literacy is not the personal, 
idiosyncratic property of an individual, but rather a phenomenon created by society and 
shared and changed by the members of that society” (p.34). Second, in order for the 
“acquisition of literacy” to occur, one needs “socialization or acculturation into the 
particular conventions of creating and interacting with texts that characterize a particular 
discourse community” (p.35, emphasis original). 
Vygotsky in the FL Classroom 
Inspired by Vygotskyan perspectives, a growing number of researchers have 
started to investigate the dialogic and social nature of second/foreign language learning 
(See, for example, Modern Language Journal, 1994, vol.78, a special issue devoted to 
sociocultural theory; also, Hall & Verplaetse, 2000; Lantolf, 2000; Perez et al., 1998). 
The most adopted theoretical construct is the zone of proximal development (ZPD). The 
ZPD is a zone, according to Vygotsky (1987), that exists when a less developed 
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individual or student interacts with a more advanced person or teacher, and it allows the 
student (or individual) to achieve things not possible on his/her own (p. 86). The studies 
in FL mostly examine classroom face-to-face interactions. The volume of research 
investigating “literacy” drawing on Vygotsky’s theories in FL classrooms is still very 
limited. 
Roebuck (2001) and Haneda (1997) have used some of Vygosky’s theories as a 
tool to organize curriculum (Roebuck, 2001) and to examine how FL students manage to 
achieve their goals (Haneda, 1997) in reading/writing classrooms. Roebuck (2001) 
describes her advanced-level Spanish composition course where she used Vygosky’s 
concepts of “activity,” “tool use,” and “ZPD” as organizing principles. Drawing on 
Vygotsky’s theory of “developmental stages” (i.e., object-regulated, other-regulated, and 
self-regulated), she highlights the importance of creating structured activities 
corresponding to the many actions that make up the activity of writing. She suggests that 
through engaging in those activities, students will begin to internalize the composition 
process in a foreign language, and eventually will become self-regulated writers. 
Haneda (1997), combining the notion of ZPD with Lave and Wenger’s notion of 
“community of practice,” conducted a case study in her fourth-year JFL reading and 
writing course. She viewed the second language learner “not as internalizing the second 
language, but rather as a newcomer beginning to participate in the practices of a 
particular community” (Toohey, in Haneda, 1997, p. 13). Haneda’s study demonstrated 
the way in which the community of the practice was instantiated in the classroom. Her 
study further highlighted the significant role both the teacher and the more capable peers 
played in enabling these students to learn in their ZPD. 
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“Reading the Word, Reading the World”: 
Dialogic Negotiation of Language and Lived Experience 
Brazilian educator, Paulo Freire, whose work mostly focused on non-formal adult 
literacy projects, has also greatly influenced the development of the sociocultural and the 
more critically oriented perspectives of literacy. Freire (1987) writes in his book, 
Literacy, that “Reading the world always precedes reading the word, and reading the 
word implies continually reading the world...Reading always involves critical 
perception, interpretation, and rewriting of what is read” (pp.35-6, emphasis original). In 
other words, we create meaning through dialogic negotiations between language and 
lived experience. The act of reading and writing, according to Freire, is “a creative act 
that involves a critical comprehension of reality” (ibid., p. 157). 
His vision of literacy is often referred to as “emancipatory,” or critical literacy. 
For Freire, literacy serves to critically reflect on how language shapes our representations 
of our experience and of existing social order (Kern, 2000); thus, it allows us to imagine 
and transform the world (Giroux, 1987). 
One of the important differences between Vygotsky’s theory and Freirean critical 
literacy is the issue of power. For Freire, power relations implicated in language and 
literacy practices are a major concern, whereas Vygotsky did not foreground power 
relations as a social context for learning (Shor, 1999). It is precisely this apolitical 
stance, I would argue, that makes Vygotsky’s theories easier for mainstream FL 
professionals to accept and to adopt in research and practice. That is, Vygotsky’s 
theories do not challenge or disturb notions such as the “standard” variation of language, 
or the “native” speaker norm. 
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Freire in the FL Classroom 
Iventosch (1998), drawing mainly on theoretical ideas from Freire’s critical 
pedagogy and Goodman’s whole language philosophy, conducted a classroom-based 
ethnographic study in her beginning level JFL classroom. The key concept she puts forth 
is a Japanese term, “shutaisei.” She defines the term as “ability to direct one’s own 
conduct as an autonomous person” (p. 12) and roughly equates it to “critical thinking” in 
English. In her study, she examined how students’ shutaisei affected their functional use 
and development of the Japanese language. 
The most relevant to literacy in her study is the chapter entitled “Functional Use 
of Japanese and Development in Dialogue Journal Writing” (pp. 136-163). In this 
chapter, by demonstrating the students’ writing development (in terms of orthographies, 
syntactic, and pragmatic understanding) over time as reflected in their dialogue journals, 
she discussed how the attributes of shutaisei were manifested in their attempts to use 
Japanese functionally, and how functional use encouraged by shutaisei enhanced the 
development of Japanese. 
Although Iventosch (1998) did not situate her study within a broader discussion of 
critical literacy, it is apparent that she shares some of the concerns that are important in 
critical literacy. She discusses the importance of self-reflection on part of the students as 
well as the teacher. She states that self-reflection “helps students see critically the present 
state of their own society, ideas and language that they have accepted unquestioningly 
while revising assumptions and stereotypes that they may have developed about the 
peoples of different cultures” (p.166). She critiques the traditional goal of “attaining 
native-like language proficiency” in FL education because it ignores “students’ role as 
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critical thinkers and critical language users” (p. 177, emphasis original). What she 
envisions as the ultimate educational goal is “appreciation of pluralism” and “democratic 
society” which, she believes, is only achieved through students’ own shutaisei. 
Iventosch (1998) views that “the way we use language both reflects and affects 
our own thinking” (p.177, emphasis original). “This implies,” she continues, “that 
language users need their own shutaisei in using language critically” (p.177). She seems 
to assume that we, with our own shutaisei, have total control over how we use language 
in a given context. She does not take into consideration that the way we use language is 
constructed and constricted by factors such as power relations, ideologies, and larger 
Discourses. 
New Literacy Studies 
Drawing on the theoretical and philosophical insights from both Vygotsky and Freire, 
numerous scholars advocate conceptualizing literacy as a historically, socioculturally and 
politically constructed practice. Many stimulating discussions and a new line of research 
have been flourishing within the “sociocultural” camp (See, for example, Barton, 
Hamilton & Ivanic, 2000; Cope & Kalantzis, 2000; Street, 2001). These studies are often 
referred to as New Literacy Studies (Street, 1995; Gee, 1990). 
Brian Street, a British anthropologist, has contributed significantly to the 
advancement of the theoretical understanding and new conceptualizations of literacy as 
described above. Street (1995), in the introduction of his book Social Literacies, explains 
that the book is entitled as such in order to emphasize “the social nature of literacy 
and...the multiple character of literacy practices. This then, challenges the dominant 
emphasis on a single, ‘neutral’ ‘Literacy’” (p. 2, emphasis original). 
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Street’s (1993, 1995) distinction between the “autonomous model” and the 
“ideological model” of literacy has been particularly important in creating a way to 
reconceptualize the meaning of literacy based on sociocultural perspectives. Street 
(1993) argues that “the ‘autonomous’ model of literacy conceptualises literacy in 
technical terms, treating it as independent of social context, an autonomous variable 
whose consequence for society and cognition can be derived from its intrinsic character” 
(p.5). He particularly criticizes two tenets of the “autonomous” model of literacy: first, 
that oral and written language are viewed as distinctively different (“great divide”), and 
second, that literacy per se is related to cognitive development (McKay, 1993). Instead, 
he promotes the “ideological model” of literacy which views “literacy practices as 
inextricably linked to cultural and power structures in society” (Street, 1993, p.7). By 
using the term “ideological,” he emphasizes “the ideological character of the processes of 
acquisition and of the meanings and uses of different literacies” (ibid., p.7). He explains 
that technical skills and the cognitive aspects of reading and writing are significant, 
however, he views them as being “encapsulated within cultural wholes and within 
structures of power” (p.9). 
Another influential scholar in sociocultural and critical approaches to literacy is 
the linguist, James Gee. Gee (1987/1991, 1990) maintains a position that in order to 
discuss literacy, first, a broader notion of “Discourse” needs to be considered. He defines 
“Discourse” (with a capital ‘D’) as: “a socially accepted association among ways of using 
language, of thinking, feeling, believing, valuing, and of acting that can be used to 
identify oneself as a member of a socially meaningful group or ‘social network’..(Gee, 
1990, p. 143). He argues that there is no reading, writing or thinking that exists outside of 
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a Discourse. He emphasizes that “literacy practices are almost always fully integrated 
with, interwoven into, constitute part of, the very texture of wider practices that involve 
talk, interaction, values and beliefs” (ibid., p.43). 
Gee, like Street, criticizes the traditional views of literacy by saying “[it] rips 
literacy out of any social context and treats it as an autonomous, asocial, cognitive skill 
with little or nothing to do with human relationships” (p.49). Gee proposes that it is 
necessary for a student to be socialized into, or “apprenticed” in a literacy (or a 
Discourse) practice so that s/he learns to read texts of certain type in a certain way. 
Related to the notions of “socialization” and “apprenticeship” is his distinction between 
“acquisition” and “learning.” By arguing that “acquisition” is necessary for performance, 
and that “leaning” is good for meta-level knowledge, Gee (1987/1991, 1990) highlights 
the importance of developing meta-knowledge for secondary Discourse (or literacy). He 
goes on to say that “classroom [language] instruction can lead to meta-knowledge, to 
seeing how the Discourses you already have relate to those you are attempting to acquire, 
and how the ones you are tying to acquire relate to self and society” (1990, p.148). 
Using his argument, we can say that developing FL literacy (or Discourse) would 
provide essential tools to critique one’s first language literacy (or Discourse) as well as 
FL literacy (or Discourse). It is not very popular among the (foreign) language teachers 
to view themselves as engaging in social and political issues. However, Gee (1990) 
encourages a language teacher to “accept the paradox of literacy as a form of interethnic 
communication which often involves conflicts of values and identities, and accept her 
role as one who socializes students into a worldview” (pp.67-8). 
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Similarly, David Barton (1994), also a linguist, presents a sociocultural view of 
literacy as a set of social practices associated with particular symbolic systems and their 
related technologies. Using the metaphor of “ecology,” his vision of literacy is “a part of 
the environment and at the same time influences and is influenced by the environment” 
(p.29). The metaphor of “ecology” conveys the idea that the “recognizable acts of 
reading and writing have come to be the way they are because of the social needs and 
purposes they have evolved to serve” (Ivanic, 2000, p.62). It also conveys the idea that 
“a large number of interrelated social factors support the survival of particular acts of 
reading and writing” (ibid., p.62). 
One of the recent movements in New Literacy Studies is to expand the 
conceptualization of literacy to accommodate the multimodal nature of texts that is 
becoming increasingly prominent in the era of electronic technologies. A group of 
literacy scholars - the New London Group - has coined the term (and the notion of), 
“Multiliteracies” in order to address the aspects of textual multiplicity characterized by 
the “multiplicity of communication channels and media” and the “increased salience of 
cultural and linguistic diversity” (Cope & Kalantzis, 2000, p.5). They argue that 
“meaning is made in ways that are increasingly multimodal - in which written-linguistic 
modes of meaning are part and parcel of visual, audio, and spatial patterns of meaning” 
(ibid., p.5). 
Gunther Kress (2000), a semiotician, who is the leading scholar in the area of 
“multimodal literacy” and “visual literacy,” calls for new theories of representation which 
would adequately explain and describe “the interrelations between the different modes, 
language included, which are characteristically used in the landscape of Multiliteracies, 
36 
of always multimodal semiotic objects - the ‘texts’ - of the contemporary period” (p. 
153). 
Led by literacy scholars such as Street, Gee, Barton, Kress among others, a whole 
range of new research that investigates literacy practices has been established. Most of 
these works have been conducted in multilingual, multiethnic community settings where 
there is a “mismatch” among literacy practices in school, at home, and/or in the 
community. 
The theoretical discussions presented above have begun to make an impression on 
the FL education field. Applying the ideas developed in a variety of different settings 
(i.e., multilingual, multiethnic, multi-dialect, or ESL settings) with different groups of 
people into a formal classroom context (where the FL instruction is conducted as an 
“academic” subject) would pose a great challenge. Inevitably, some shifts in focus would 
be necessary. That is, foregrounding certain aspects and backgrounding other aspects in 
order to make core principles learned from the different contexts useful. 
“Literacy-Based” Foreign Language Teaching 
Some of the ideas proposed by LI literacy scholars have been seen as helpful in 
allowing the FL classroom to become an avenue for teaching the language as well as 
introducing the cultural context of that language. Scholars who adopt this position 
discuss the use of literature in the FL classroom in terms of developing “(students’1 
thinking that goes into reading and writing to unite social and cognitive aspects of 
language learning” (Kern, 2000, p.7). 
Kramsch and Nolden (1994), for example, in their article entitled “Redefining 
literacy in a foreign language,” critique the current FL curriculums that often dichotomize 
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language courses and literature courses and propose a cross-cultural approach to teaching 
literary texts at the intermediate levels of language instruction. They call their proposed 
approach “dialogic literacy” or “cross-cultural literacy,” and suggest that literacy 
instruction should be “centered more on the learner, based on cross-cultural awareness 
and critical reflection” (p.29). They explain that their use of the term “cross-cultural” 
refers “not to the traditional exchange of fixed ideas or material products between two 
historical communities on either side of national borders, but to the relational process of 
border crossing itself’ (p.30, emphasis original). They go on to say that “teaching cross- 
cultural literacy is not ‘teaching culture’ in the usual sense of merely imparting a body of 
knowledge..., [but] facilitating the students’ understanding of the essence of particularity 
and how this particularity is inscribed in the very language that people use” (p.30). 
The key concept highlighted in their article is the “oppositional practice/stance” 
(also discussed by Barton, 1994; Rodby, 1992; Clark & Ivanic, 1997). “Oppositional 
practice,” Kramsch and Nolden (1994) explain, “consists of transforming imposed 
structures, languages, codes, rules, etc., in ways that serve individual or group purposes” 
(p.29). Those ways would be other than what was originally “intended” by the authors 
(de Carteau, in Kramsch & Nolden, 1994, p. 29). They contend that “literacy as a form 
of oppositional practice” encourages FL readers to “estrange” themselves from taken-for- 
granted forms of talk and its contexts. It also opens up the opportunity for them to be 
“other in their own language and to be themselves in someone else’s language” (Schultz, 
in Kramsch & Nolden, 1994, p.30). They suggest that one way to develop such 
oppositional stances is through “exploiting...the dialogic encounter between a literary 
text and its foreign cultural readers” (ibid, p.30). 
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Their ultimate argument is that 
the texts [the FL learners] read and the texts they write have to be 
considered not only as instances of grammatical or lexical paradigms, not 
only as expressing the thoughts of the authors, but as situated utterances, 
directed by a particular writer to a particular reader about a particular 
topic. Only by positioning texts in their contexts of production and 
reception by individual authors/readers can the development of cross- 
cultural competence be enriched by a growth in aesthetic and critical 
consciousness that is the very essence of literacy. (Kramsch & Nolden, 
1994, p.34, emphasis original) 
Also, Mueller (1991) discusses the need to make FL students realize how 
interpretations of literary texts are products of historically situated value systems of a 
particular society. She argues that 
If students can discover historical changes in moral and political values 
and understand that tastes and mores are ties to a period in the history of a 
particular society, then they cannot avoid confronting the same questions 
about their own society and its cannon formation and cannot help 
becoming aware of their own ideological biases and assumptions. 
(Mueller, 1991, p.22) 
Mueller (1991) recommends the teaching of a “pluralistic literacy” which introduces 
students to “diverse ways of reading that will enable them to recognize the political and 
moral implications of diverse ways of understanding” (p.22). 
Similarly, Berman (1996) proposes “foreign cultural literacy” which entails “a 
student’s familiarity with and facility in the language, values, and narratives of a culture 
not his or her own” (p.43). He argues that such instruction would highlight the interplay 
between language and culture, and familiarize students not only with the literary cannon, 
but also with “the stories another culture tells about itself’ (p.43). 
Kern (2000), in his book entitled Literacy and Language Teaching, provides a 
comprehensive overview of theories of literacy drawing on linguistic, cognitive and 
sociocultural perspectives. He, then, formulates what he calls the “sociocognitive view 
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of literacy” which attempts to combine and reconcile the often dichotomized paradigms 
of cognitive and sociocultural dimensions of literacy. Kern (2000) views that literacy is 
“a cognitive process that involves creating links between our knowledge and textual 
forms,” and at the same time, it is “a social practice, interwoven into larger social 
practice, that is developed through apprenticeship and shared by its users to conform with 
social needs” (pp. 37-8). 
He recommends the use of “literacy-based teaching” whose primary goal is 
developing communicative ability in a new language, but also emphasizes “the 
development of learners’ ability to analyze, interpret, and transform discourse and their 
ability to think critically about how discourse is constructed and used toward various 
ends in social contexts” (p.45). He highlights that the benefits of FL literacy is 
introducing students to “new, alternative ways of organizing their thought and their 
expressions, [and to] ways which go beyond the learning of facts about the second 
culture” (p. 17). 
Kramsch and Nolden, Mueller, Berman, and Kern all view FL literacy as a way to 
encourage students to engage in more reflective inquiry into cultures of their own as well 
as of others through the use of literary texts (both canonical and non-canonical). The 
significance of these arguments for FL instruction is that they challenge the traditional 
skill-based, “autonomous model” of literacy by highlighting the potential role that 
literacy plays in terms of developing language as well as cultural understanding. They 
emphasize that reading and writing are not peripheral support skills, but are an important 
arena where language, culture, and thinking interact. Unlike the traditional reading 
instruction of the “one-meaning” approach, they support multiple interpretations of a text 
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and encourage students to critically analyze underlying historical and sociocultural 
ideologies inscribed in any texts. What they hope to achieve through such a shift in 
thinking regarding reading and writing is to bridge the gap between “language” courses 
and “literature” courses. 
They would all agree with Street that literacy is socioculturally and ideologically 
constructed. They would also agree with Gee that any literacy practice is situated within 
a larger Discourse system. The view of literacy as explicated by Kramsch and Nolden, 
Mueller, Berman, and Kern can be regarded as “critical” because it promotes reasoning, 
evaluating, and thinking clearly. It is also “critical” in the sense of “literary criticism” as 
it encourages analysis and deconstruction of a given text. However, it is not “critical” in 
a very important way; that is, they do not emphasize the issue of power relations involved 
in literacy learning. 
Critical Literacy 
In order to discuss what “critical literacy” entails, I will begin by highlighting the 
different understandings of “critical” in critical thinking or literary criticism and in 
critical literacy. Critical thinking can be understood as “a way of bringing more rigorous 
analysis to problem solving or textual understanding” (Pennycook, 2000, p.4) or, as a 
systematic reasoning process that often follows “those rules and meaning - concepts, 
principles of correct procedure, evaluation, testing, and inference - that define what is to 
think” (Lankshear & McLaren, 1993, p.21, emphasis original). 
Critical literacy brings in another dimension - social and political concerns - to 
the common understanding of “critical.” Critical literacy is to “empower learners by 
providing them with a critical analytical framework to help them reflect on their own 
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language experiences and practices and on the language practices of others...” (Clark & 
Ivanic, 1997, p.12). The central issues in critical literacy are to analyze “how the 
classroom, text, or conversation is related to broader social, cultural and political 
relations” (Pennycook, 2000, p.5) and how texts and discourse practices are constituted to 
maintain status quo (Anderson & Irvine, 1993). 
Critical literacy, by its nature, resists any simplistic or generic definitions, and 
may take many forms (e.g., Benesch, 2001; Comber, 2001; Luke & Freebody, 1997; 
Pennycook, 2000; Wooldridge, 2001). Each of the various approaches to critical literacy 
has a different focus (though, they often overlap); however, they all share as a core belief 
that no pedagogy or curriculum is neutral, and relations of power is the central concern. 
Critical literacy requires self-reflection by both teachers and students leading to 
“problematizing” or “interrogating” the taken-for-granted concepts. The orientation of 
critical literacy can be described as a “problematizing stance” rather than a “problem¬ 
solving approach” (Wallace, 2001, p.211). The ultimate goal of critical literacy is social 
and educational change (e.g., Benesch, 2001; Comber, 2001; Osborn, 2000; Pennycook, 
2000; Shor, 1999). It is also emphasized that critical literacy is context bound and what 
constitutes critical practice in one setting may not be critical in another setting (Anderson 
& Irvine, 1993; Comber, 2001). That is to say, the specific local realities greatly matter 
in thinking about critical literacy (Comber, 2001). 
Many teachers have begun to apply the ideas of critical literacy to language 
classrooms in the past decade. Most of the studies investigating critical literacy are 
conducted in English LI (e.g.. Comber, 2001; Lankshear & McLaren, 1993; Luke, 1995; 
Morgan, 1997; Muspratt, Luke & Freebody, 1997) and English L2 classrooms (e.g., 
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Cheah, 2001; Lin, 2001; Wallace, 2001, 2003). Applying the ideas of critical literacy to a 
FL classroom is, however, extremely scarce. 
Critical Literacy in the FL Classroom 
Kubota (1996) introduces the theories of critical pedagogy7 (as explicated by 
Giroux and Pennycook) and critical literacy (by Freire) to the Japanese audience in her 
article entitled “Nihongo kyooiku ni okeru hihan kyooiku, hihan yomikaki kyooiku 
[Critical pedagogy and critical literacy in teaching Japanese].” In the previously 
introduced study by Iventosch (1998), she chose the term “shutaisei” as a rough Japanese 
equivalent to “critical thinking.” In this study, however, Kubota (1996) chose to call it 
“hihan” The word “hihan” has aggressive connotations8. One can sense from Kubota’s 
word choice that she is making it clear that her position is political. 
Kubota (1996) illustrated the applications of critical pedagogy and critical literacy 
in JFL context as well as in education in Japan by sharing some episodes from her own 
JFL teaching experience in a college classroom in the US. Through that, she highlighted 
how issues such as racism, sexism, and cultural stereotypes are implicated in everyday 
use of Japanese language. She contends that, in addition to teaching the four skills of 
language (i.e., speaking, listening, reading and writing), language teachers need to help 
develop students’ “critical consciousness” which enables them to recognize that issues 
such as language, identity, knowledge and social structures are closely related to social, 
cultural, political and economic power relationships. With this ability, she argues that 
students would be able to expand their possibilities and create more democratic and just 
societies. 
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What is not discussed in Kubota’s (1996) article regarding critical literacy is the 
importance of considering students’ interests, purposes, and their immediate concerns - 
“local realities” (Comber, 2001). As Comber (2001) argues, “what counts as critical 
literacy varies in relation to competing ideologies, discourse, and cultural practices [of a 
given context]” (p.277). In other words, by simply importing ideas and practices 
developed in different contexts, one runs the risk of (what “pragmatists” accuse critical 
pedagogists of doing) “indoctrinating” students in “ideological activism” (Santos, 2001, 
p. 182). 
Studies have shown that even with the best intentions on part of the teachers, the 
educational consequences for different groups of students in different locations may not 
always be as intended (Anderson & Irvine, 1993; Comber, 2001; Ellsworth, 1989). 
Rather than going into a classroom as the cultural authority with their own political 
agendas, teachers need to negotiate conflicts and tensions together with students on a 
day-to-day basis with the hope to change the inequity that exists in education and in 
society. 
Critical literacy is not at all popular among mainstream L2/FL professionals. 
Whether to assume a “pragmatic stance” or an “ideological stance” has been a divisive 
question that has created tension amongst professionals in language and literacy teaching. 
On one hand, the proponents of the pragmatic perspective argue that their position is 
“neutral” and that helping students accommodate to, or assimilate to, the dominant 
discourse (or language) conventions is their mission (Santos, 2001). On the other hand, 
proponents of critical literacy argue that “the pragmatic choice to ignore political issues is 
as ideological as acknowledging politics,” thus, “not a neutral one as its proponents 
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claim” (Benesch, 2001, p. 161). Further, “educational decisions are political [because] the 
choices are mediated by power relations in an institution and in the society” (ibid., 
p.162). 
Caught in such tension, Benesch (2001), ESL composition scholar, proposes 
“critical pragmatism,” originally coined by Pennycook (1997). She argues that “L2 
composition does not have to choose between pragmatism and critical teaching. Target- 
situation demands and students’ right to challenge them can be simultaneously addressed 
through ‘critical pragmatism.’” She explains, “this is not a compromise position but 
rather a way to broaden the discussion of students’ needs to consider not only what is but 
also what might be” (p. 162, emphasis original). 
In the field of L2 education, other debates have arisen over the meaningfulness of 
incorporating critical literacy approaches into classrooms. One of the serious concerns is 
how proficient (in the target language) students need to be to engage in meaningful 
critical literacy practices (Hammond & Macken-Horarik, 1999). This concerns what 
questions or interrogations L2 learners can legitimately engage as well as what 
interpretations are considered to be justifiable. If misreadings occur, are they due to the 
readers’ low proficiency or the writer’s lack of understanding of audience? It is often the 
learner/reader that is to blame. 
Another concern is how to build “resistant reading” practices when reading in the 
lower levels of FL instruction is geared towards language exercise and not to learning to 
build inference or interpretive skills to analyze a text author’s ideology and cultural 
orientations through his/her use of language. Some argue that any sort of “critical” 
analysis of texts needs to wait until the learners have well-developed linguistic 
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knowledge (i.e., upper level literature courses) (e.g., Bernhardt, 1991) while others argue 
that the process of acquiring linguistic knowledge and developing critical literacy 
awareness is an interdependent process, and not just an “add-on” (Hammond & Macken- 
Horarik, 1999; Luke, 1995; Wallace, 2003; Wooldridge, 2001). 
Summary of the Chapter 
This literature review chapter canvassed the currently dominant discourses of 
literacy that are implicated in research trends and pedagogical practices in the JFL and FL 
fields. It also presented the newer, alternative discourses of literacy that have been 
gaining prominence in English LI and L2 fields. The impact of the new 
conceptualizations of literacy that are based on sociocultural and critical perspectives on 
the FL field, particularly on those languages with non-alphabet orthography, is still 
minimal. Clearly, “the local reality” (Comber, 2001) needs to be seriously considered 
when applying new understanding that is developed in different contexts. 
Augumenting the currently dominant cognitive and linguistic perspectives of 
literacy with the sociocultural and critical ones offers us alternative ways to conceptualize 
FL literacy. It also helps us recognize the different functions and meanings that literacy 
can offer to our FL teaching practice. By understanding literacy as a social practice, we 
can begin to see FL literacy not only as a supporting technology to help develop 
knowledge of orthography, pronunciations, vocabulary, grammar, and text structures but 
also as a place for students to dialogically engage in FL texts through interpreting, 
analyzing, reflecting, and critiquing language as well as culture and society (e.g., 
Kramsch, 1989, 1993, 1997). Critical reflection on the target language and its cultural 
practices would also help learners to take a good look at themselves, to self-reflect on 
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their own language and cultural practices (Guilherme, 2002; Kramsch, 1993; Reagan & 
Osborn, 2002). Through such FL literacy practice in a classroom, we - both the students 
and the teachers - can gain a deeper understanding of language and culture, and of the 
Self and the Other. 
Currently, a prescriptive interpretation of the written texts - “one-meaning 
approach” - is the highly and, often the only, expected outcome of the acts of reading in, 
particularly, lower-level FL classroom instruction. Instead, we need to be prepared for 
multiple student interpretations of the texts, and for entering in a conversation with 
students discussing conflicting views, values, and identities (Gee, 1990). Borrowing 
Pratt’s (1991/1998) term, the FL classroom will become a “contact zone” where “cultures 
meet, clash and grapple with each other” (p.173). One may argue that this would be an 
unattainable goal since the students’ language level is limited, particularly at the 
beginning level. However, the text does not need to be a long literary text; it can be a 
one-page government flyer with pictures, advertisements, etc. They are all socially, 
culturally and, perhaps, politically charged cultural artifacts. I would even take the 
position that the use of English language (as a common language) for clearly defined, 
specific purposes in a FL classroom would be a time worth spent. 
Teaching discourse norms and conventions is important because they are used as 
gate-keeping devices. Without the knowledge of these norms and conventions, the 
students will be marginalized and denied access to the mainstream target society (e.g., 
Delpit, 1995; Freire & Macedo, 1987). However, as Baynham (1995) suggests, rather 
than “(teaching and learning] the discourse conventions of the dominant culture because 
they are there and ‘given,’ uncritically,” it is important “to [teach and) learn these 
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conventions critically and strategically as means of gaining access to powerful 
discourse...” (p.242). Explicit discussion of the social origins of conventions such as 
“correctness” or “appropriacy” allows students (if they choose and when the risk is not 
too high) to contribute to the ideological work of challenging and changing the 
conventions that work against values, beliefs, social groups, and the ideas with which 
they identify (Clark & Ivanic, 1997). 
I use the following conceptualization of FL literacy - which is adapted from Kern 
(2000) - as a working definition in conducting this study: 
Literacy is historically-, socioculturally-, and politically-situated 
practices of creating and interpreting meaning through texts. It entails 
not only the awareness of the relationships between textual conventions 
and their contexts of use, but also the ability to critically analyze 
underling sociocultural values, assumptions, and ideologies implicated in 
texts. FL literacy provides a tool for self-reflection, and a distance from 
one’s own taken-for-granted notions; and thus, helps to develop critical 
consciousness about one ’s own as well as other cultures and societies. It 
draws on a wide range of cognitive abilities, on knowledge of written and 
spoken language, on knowledge of genres, and on cultural knowledge. 
* 
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Notes for Chapter 2 
’Because the volume of research, especially on “writing” in “Japanese as aforeign 
language (JFL),” is extremely limited, I have included studies that were conducted in 
Japan (as “Japanese as a second language (JSL)”) in the literature review. 
2I should add that the other systems, the Roman alphabet (roomaji) as well as 
Arabic numbers are also used in Japanese writing. The Roman alphabet is used for 
company names (e.g., Sony), for acronyms such as NHK (Nippon Hoosoo Kyookai, 
Japan Broadcasting Corporation), for European measurements as in cm (centimeter) and 
kg (kilogram), and for the titles of popular magazines (e.g., FOCUS, AERA) (e.g., Taylor 
& Taylor, 1995; Carson, 1991). 
3In order to represent a palatalized sound (Vence, 1987; Tawa, 2001), for example 
“kya,” symbols for “ki” (£) and “ya” (-^) are used together, with the second symbol 
written in small script (i.e., kya is written c* •£>). To represent double-consonants, a 
symbol for “tsu” (O) is written in small script (e.g., kitte, written as cT z> T). There is 
also a symbol to represent a repeated sound when the same syllable is repeated twice 
(e.g., a a, written <fc> ± ). 
4One frequently discussed practical aspect of kanji is that it helps in avoiding the 
confusion resulting from the great number of homophones that exist in the Japanese 
language. The use of kanji also helps a reader to recognize individual words by 
segmenting them as there is no space between each word in written Japanese. 
5Because the JFL field is a new field and much of its practice is influenced by the 
foreign language teaching practice at large, literature included in this section extends its 
scope to include the foreign language education in general. 
6It is interesting to note that the book recently published by Alderson (2000), 
Assessing Reading, includes a section called “reading as sociocultural practice” and 
introduces discussions by scholars such as Street, Barton, and Hamilton. Also, at the 
recent New England ATJ (Association of Teachers of Japanese) conference, Makino 
(2001), using Kern’s (2000) definition of literacy, discussed the possibilities of content- 
based language instruction as a bridge between Japanese studies and Japanese language 
instruction. 
7It is worth noting that critical pedagogy which is closely related to critical 
literacy in its philosophical orientation and educational missions (though, not particularly 
focuses on “literacy”) has been gaining some recognition amongst the JFL professionals. 
Edited by Ryuko Kubota, who is the most vocal advocate for critical pedagogy in the 
field of JFL, Japanese Language and Literature (the official journal for the Association of 
Teachers of Japanese) published a special issue that devoted for articles that address 
sociocultural, critical approaches in teaching Japanese (2003, vol. 37, number, 1). 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
In this chapter, first, I will discuss the theoretical perspectives that I used for the 
study: critical theories on language and literacy. My theoretical lens is informed by both 
sociocultural perspectives and poststructural perspectives. Second, I will discuss the 
methodology that I used for this study. I will then present the context of the study, 
including the college, the classroom, and the participants. Next, I will describe the design 
of the study, the data collection and the analysis methods. In this section, I will provide a 
detailed description of Fairclough’s (1992b, 1995) model of critical discourse analysis 
(CDA). I will conclude the chapter with a discussion about some of the limitations of the 
study. 
Theoretical Framework 
Critical Perspectives on Language and Literacy 
In conducting this study, I have drawn on two somewhat competing, yet, I 
believe, complementary theoretical perspectives on language and literacy: critical 
sociocultural theories and poststructural theories. My view and understanding of 
language and literacy have been strongly influenced by the critical sociocultural 
perspectives explicated by scholars who engage in such fields as New Literacy Studies 
(e.g., Street, Gee, Barton), critical language awareness (e.g., Fairclough, Ivanic), critical 
discourse analysis (e.g., Fairclough, Gee), and critical literacy (e.g., Luke, Wallace). I 
have also drawn on theoretical insights from poststructural (primarily, feminist) theorists 
who draw on Foucault’s theory on discourse (e.g., Brodkey, Davies, Weedon). I consider 
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both of these perspectives - sociocultural and poststructural - as critical theories on 
language and literacy (Solsken, 1993). 
Although there are philosophical disagreements and differences, and some levels 
of contention that exist between the two schools of thought (See for example, earlier 
work by Fairclough, 1992b; Davies, 1993, 1994; Ellsworth, 1989; Lather, 1991), they 
also have many shared beliefs. Both perspectives draw on Foucault’s work on language 
(or discourse) and consider the relationships of power and discourse, and the discursive 
construction of social subjects and knowledge as major principles in developing their 
theoretical orientations (e.g., Fairclough, 1992b; Gee, 1990; Brodkey, 1996; Weedon, 
1997, 1999). Both question and challenge the foundationalism, essentialism and 
universalism to call for diversity, locality and contingency (Guilherme, 2002). Both have 
social critique and transformation as ultimate goals for their theoretical development and 
research agendas (e.g., Chouliaraki & Fairclough, 1999; Fairclough, 1992b, 1995; Ivanic, 
1998; Brodkey, 1996; Davies, 1993, 1994). 
Rather than putting these perspectives against each other, I believe that it is more 
helpful to seek ways as to how they complement and contribute to each other in the 
pursuit of reconstructing or envisioning a more democratic social life and engaging in a 
sociopolitical project (Giroux, 1997; Lather, 1991, 1992). The most current studies that 
investigate language and literacy practices, particularly those focusing on issues of power 
relations and/or identity, seek theoretical insights from both of these two perspectives 
(e.g., Gale, 1996; Guilherme, 2002; Ivanic, 1998; Norton, 2000; Rogers, 2003). 
Language and Literacy as Social and Political Practice 
Language is more than a mode of communication or a system composed 
of rules, vocabulary, and meaning; it is an active medium of social 
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practice through which people construct, define, and struggle over 
meanings in dialogue with and in relation to others. And because 
language exists within a larger structural context, this practice is, in part, 
positioned and shaped by the ongoing relations of power that exist 
between and among individuals. (Walsh, 1991, p.32, emphasis mine) 
Informed by critical sociocultural theories on language and literacy, I define the 
use of language and literacy as social as well as political practices situated in larger 
historical, sociocultural as well as institutional contexts (e.g., Fairclough, 1992b; Gee, 
1990; Street, 1995). Gee (1990) explains what is meant by “literacy as a social practice” 
as follows: 
Types of texts and the various ways of reading them...are the social and 
historical inventions of various groups of people. One always and only 
learns to interpret texts of a certain type in certain ways through having 
access to, and ample experience in, social settings where texts of that type 
are read in those ways. .. .Thus the study of literacy requires us to study 
the social groups and institutions within which one is socialized to 
interpret certain types of words and certain sorts of worlds in certain ways. 
(Gee, 1990, pp.45-6, emphasis original) 
Further, I understand the teaching and learning of language and literacy in a 
classroom as not only linguistic processes but also as socially (and discursively) 
constructed processes (Green, 1983; Broome & Willett, 1991). What is socially and 
discursively constructed in classroom practices through the interaction are not only social 
and linguistic structures (i.e., routines of teacher-student interaction and ways of 
interacting in the classroom), but also “values, roles, categories, and statuses” (Broome & 
Willett, 1991, p.214). These theoretical understandings challenge traditional views that 
conceptualize language and literacy learning as ahistoric, asocial, decontextualized, 
cognitive processes. 
Informed by these theoretical perspectives, the key concepts I use in this study are 
notions of literacy practices and literacy events. Baynham (1995) defines literacy 
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practices as “concrete human activity" that involves “not just what people do with 
literacy, but also what they make of what they do. how they construct its value, [and] the 
ideologies that surrounds it" (p.39). They are, as Street (1995) qualifies, not only “the 
event itself but the conceptions of the reading and writing process that people hold when 
they are engaged in the event" (p. 133). Therefore, the concept of literacy practice is 
“pitched at a higher level of abstraction and refers to both behavior and the social and 
cultural conceptualizations that give meaning to the uses of reading and/or writing” (ibid, 
p.2). What constitutes literacy, and the understanding of what literacy is, therefore, are 
specific to each cultural group (e.g.. Barton & Hamilton, 2000; Baynham, 1995: Gee, 
1990: Street. 1995). 
Literacy events are. according to Barton and Hamilton (2000), 
activities where literacy has a role. Usually there is a written text, or texts, 
central to the activity and there may be talk around the text. Events are 
observ able episodes which arise from practices and are shaped by them. The 
notion of events stresses the situated nature of literacy, that it always exists in a 
social context, (p.8) 
They further state that “many literacy events are regular, repeated activities” (ibid, 
p. 9). The concept of literacy event stresses “the importance of a mix of oral and literate 
features in everyday communications” (Street. 1995, p. 133). Baynham (1995) also 
suggests that “literacy events have social interactional rules which regulate the type and 
amount of talk about what is written, and define ways in which oral language reinforces, 
denies, extends or sets aside the written material" (p.39). According to Street. Barton and 
others, the key distinction between literacy events and literacy practices is that the former 
is a descriptive category of observable occurrences while the latter refers to the cultural 
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meanings behind the events. Such meanings need to be inferred from observations, 
interviews and other contextualized information. 
“Discourse as a worldview: “(discourse as “language-in-use” 
I understand the notion of literacy practice as closely related to Gee’s notion of 
Discourse (with an upper case D). Gee (1990), drawing on the work of Foucault and 
Bourdieu, defines Discourse as “a socially accepted association among ways of using 
language, of thinking, feeling, believing, valuing, and of acting that can be used to 
identify oneself as a member of a socially meaningful group or ‘social network’...” 
(p. 143). He argues that there is no reading, writing or thinking that exists outside of a 
Discourse. He emphasizes that “literacy practices are almost always fully integrated 
with, interwoven into, constitute part of, the very texture of wider practices that involve 
talk, interaction, values and beliefs” (ibid, p.43). 
Similarly, Linda Brodkey (1996), a Foucauldian poststructuralist, defines 
discourse as “a worldview, ideology, theory, or epistemology, a way of knowing that 
selects and organizes and represents as worth taking into account what is seen from a 
particular point” (p.199). She continues to say that she cannot imagine “writing, 
thinking, or seeing outside of discourse” (ibid, p.199). She further states that “it is the 
discourses (or worldviews or ideologies) that we learn teach us how to read and write the 
world as well as words” (p. 12). 
One implication of this understanding of Discourses is that they “delimit the range 
of possible practices under their authority and organize how these practices are realized 
in time and space” (Norton, 1997, p. 209). In other words, the way literacy events are 
organized, conducted, processed and participated in a classroom is dictated by Discourses 
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(or literacy practices) which each participant actively draws on. The analytical tool I 
used for this study, critical discourse analysis (which will be described in detail later), 
thus, will appropriately highlight the local and wider social and ideological activities 
during literacy events that shape and are shaped by literacy practices. 
Gee (1990, 2000) makes a clear distinction between his use of Discourse (i.e., 
worldview, ideologies, etc. in Brodkey’s definition) and discourse (with a lower case d). 
He uses the term discourse to mean “language-in-use,” “language bits” of Discourses, 
and “any stretch of language (spoken, written, signed) which ‘hangs together’ to make 
sense to some community of people who use that language” (Gee, 1990, p.103). Gee 
(1990) argues that discourses are inherently ideological and resistant to internal criticism, 
and that what counts as a “discourse” is defined by relationships with other discourses. 
This definition of discourse is similar to the one Fairclough (1992b) uses when he 
discusses the theoretical principles of his critical discourse analysis model. 
Fairclough (1992b) states that 
Discourse [language use] as a political practice establishes, sustains and 
changes power relations, and the collective entities between which power 
relations obtain. Discourse as an ideological practice constitutes, 
naturalizes, sustains and changes significations of the world from diverse 
positions in power relations...Discursive practice draws upon conventions 
which naturalize particular power relations and ideologies, and these 
conventions themselves, and the ways in which they are articulated are 
focus of struggle, (p.67) 
Drawing on the theoretical insights explicated above, I conceive discourse 
- language use - as the following (Fairclough, 1995, pp.8-9): 
• Language use shapes and is shaped by Discourse. 
• Language use helps to constitute knowledge, social relations and social identity. 
• Language use is shaped by relations of power and is invested with ideologies. 
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• The shaping of language use (or, conventions) is a stake in power struggle. 
Discursive Construction of Reality and Knowledge 
Language represents a discursive reality, rather than mirrors an 
empirical one. (Brodkey, 1996, p. xiii) 
Poststructural discourse theory assumes that language, thought and reality are 
interdependent. It also assumes that “knowing” is contingent on discourses (i.e., 
worldviews, ideologies) (Brodkey, 1996). In other words, a discourse provides a 
particular way of shaping meaning-making practices. A discourse as a constitutive force 
for meaning-making practices has two implications. First, one can only achieve a certain 
meaning depending on kinds of discourse that are available to her/him. Therefore, there 
exist multiple readings and meanings for any given text (broadly conceived). Second, 
social meanings attached to any discourse are open to multiple interpretations, therefore, 
language itself becomes a site of struggle (Norton, 1997). 
Poststructural theories also assume that there exist multiple, interdependent and 
competing discourses. However, as Weedon (1997), a feminist poststructuralist, states, 
the competing discourses are hierarchized by the relations of power. That is, they are not 
equivalent in their explanatory power, their effects, or their status to make truth claims. 
Particular discourses have been institutionalized for such a long time that they are viewed 
as “natural” or “proper” ways of seeing and knowing and talking about such things as 
reality or the self (Brodkey, 1996). As a result, some discourses are privileged in a 
particular time and space while others are devalued and marginalized. 
In a classroom context, for example, institutional and teacher discourses are seen 
as “natural” or “proper” ways of doing school. However, there are alternative discourses 
that exist, competing for the dominance and legitimacy of their existence. 
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Discursive Construction of Self 
...language, in the form of socially and historically specific discourses, 
cannot have any social and political effectivity except in and through the 
actions of the individuals who become its bearers by taking up the forms 
of subjectivity and the meanings and values which it proposes and acting 
upon them. The individual is both the site for a range of possible forms of 
subjectivity and, at any particular moment of thought or speech, a subject, 
subjected to the regime of meaning of a particular discourse and enabled 
to act accordingly. (Weedon, 1997, p.34) 
Poststructuralist terms of “subject” and “subjectivity” signify a different 
conception of the individual from that of humanist conception of “identity” which is 
dominant in Western philosophy (Davies, 1993; Orner, 1992; Weedon, 1997). There are 
three defining characteristics of subjectivity. First, whereas humanist conceptions of the 
individual presuppose that every person has an essential, unique and coherent core, 
feminist poststructuralism conceives the individual as precarious, contradictory and in 
process; multiple rather than unitary; decentered rather than centered (Brodkey, 1996; 
Davies, 1993; Weedon, 1997). 
Second, subjectivity is produced in a variety of social sites, all of which are 
structured by relations of power, and are constantly reconstituted in discourse. Each time 
we think or speak in a different site or in a different moment, we take up different 
“subject positions” such as, teacher, student, friend, feminist, critic, Japanese, American, 
etc. Some of these positions may be in conflict with others. For this reason, subjectivity 
is conceptualized as a site of struggle (Weedon, 1997). Third, a logical extension of the 
assumption that subjectivity is multiple and conflicted is that it is subject to change. This 
is a crucial point as it opens up possibilities for institutional and social change (Brodkey, 
1996). 
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Looking at classroom practices as instantiations of multiple and, often competing 
discourses provides me with a way to discuss the participants’ talking and actions as 
discursively constructed. It is not the essential quality of the “actors” that brings about 
certain actions, but rather it is accessible discourses that severely limit what is possibly 
done. What is seeable, imaginable, and doable depends on various discourses that are 
available to them. Institutional and educational change would be possible only “if people 
learn not one but several discourses along with whatever languages they learn” 
(Brodkey, 1993, p. 17). This would “disrupt” and “interrupt” the hegemonic discursive 
practices. 
Critical Ethnography 
The overall approach and design of this study is an ethnography that draws on a 
theoretical framework that defines language and literacy learning as being embedded in 
sociocultural contexts (both macro and micro) (Bergvall & Remlinger, 1996; Egan- 
Robertson & Willett, 1998; Kumagai, 2000; Love, 2001). Ethnography involves a 
“systematic, conceptually driven approach to the study of sociocultural practices and 
processes of a group” (Green, Dixon & Zaharlick, in press). In this study, I define the 
classroom as a culture with “ a set of practices and principles of practice that are 
constructed by members as they establish roles and relationships, norms and expectations, 
rights and obligations that constitute membership in the local group” (ibid.). By 
examining what members need to know, produce, understand and predict in order to 
participate as a successful member of a particular group, “the ethnographer seeks to make 
visible the everyday, often invisible practices of a cultural group, and to make the familiar 
or ordinary practices strange (i.e., extraordinary)” (ibid.). 
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Ethnography is usually defined as having the following characteristics: 1) it is 
holistic, contextual, and comparative, 2) it is systematic but uses multiple, nonstandard, 
and recursive methods, and 3) it elicits the group member view of reality (Egan-Robertson 
& Willett, 1998, p.5). The goal of the ethnography is typically defined as: 1) to describe 
in rich detail and interpret the cultural life of particular social groups, 2) to contribute to 
our general knowledge about the kinds of life-worlds humans create and the nature of the 
cultural processes operating to create these worlds, and 3) to help people imagine and 
create better worlds (Egan-Robertson & Willett, 1998, p.5). 
More specifically, I use a critical ethnographic approach to the study. The 
following quotes capture the fundamental principles that inform my position in' 
conducting a critical ethnography. 
• Critical work should always be self-reflexive (Pennycook, 2000, p.8). 
• Critical needs to imply an awareness “of the limits of knowing” (Spivak, 1993, p.25, 
in Pennycook, 2000, p.8). 
• A crucial component of critical work is always turning a skeptical eye toward 
assumptions, ideas that have become “naturalized,” notions that are no longer 
questioned (Dean, 1994, p. 4, in Pennycook, 2000, p.7). 
• Critical...means taking social inequality and social transformation as central to one’s 
work (Pennycook, 2000, p.6). 
A critical ethnography is, simply put, a merger between critical theories (such as 
neo-Marxist and feminist theories) and ethnography (Anderson, 1989; May, 1997; 
Masemann, 1982; Nobilt, 1999). On one hand, ethnography has been challenged 
theoretically as “overly functional, too apolitical, and riddled with hegemonic practices 
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and methods (Anderson, 1989; Lather, 1991)” (A. C. Barton, 2001, p. 906). On the other 
hand, critical theory has been labeled as “overly idealistic and lacking an empirical 
method (Anderson, 1989; Nobilt, 1999)” (ibid, p.906). By merging critical theory and 
ethnography, critical ethnography allows one to “facilitate the examination of culturally 
hegemonic practices” and to document the “cultural conflict...taking place in the 
classroom” (Trueba, 1999, p.549). The goal of critical ethnography is to “help create the 
possibility of transforming such institutions as school - through a process of negative 
critique” (Brodkey, 1996, p. 106). Brodkey (1996) defines the term “negative critique” as 
“any systematic, verbal protest against cultural hegemony” (p.106). 
I see three defining characteristics for critical ethnography in addition to 
“conventional” ethnography. First, it seeks an active involvement of participants in the 
research process to bring about a social change (e.g., Anderson, 1989; May, 1997; Lather, 
1991; Jordan and Yeomans, 1995). Some scholars call this process a “democratisation of 
the research process” (Anderson, 1989; May, 1997). Critical ethnography is to challenge 
the power relations between the researcher and the researched and also to take the notion 
of “praxis” seriously. In my study, I sought out the classroom teacher’s reactions and 
interpretations of my study as I view her as a primary “agent” of a social change. 
Second, rather than simply describe the “reality” of the cultural group with what 
is referred to as “thick description” (Geertz, 1973), critical ethnography further seeks 
explanations and evaluations of the “local reality” by situating it within a broader 
historical, sociocultural and political context. In so doing, critical ethnography offers 
alternative visions for social and/or institutional change. As May (1997) explains. 
For the critical ethnographer, the interpretive concern with ‘describing’ a 
social setting ‘as it really is’ assumes an objective ‘common sense’ reality 
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where none exists. Rather, this ‘reality’ should be seen for what it is - a 
social and cultural construction, linked to wider power relations, which 
privileges some, and disadvantages other, participants, (p.199, emphasis 
original) 
Third (which is closely related to the second point), in addition to presenting the 
“emic” perspective, “critical ethnography attempts to move beyond the accounts of 
participants in particular settings to examine the ideological premises and hegemonic 
practices which shape and constrain these accounts” (May, 1997, p.199) by situating them 
in a broader context. This perspective, thus, allows me to focus on examining the political 
nature of discourse in a classroom (Bloome & Willett, 1991; Mehan, 1979) which is 
shaping and shaped by the social, cultural and political ideologies implicated in 
Discourses. 
i 
In conducting a critical ethnographic study, the notions of “critical reflexivity” is 
essential. In “conventional” ethnography, reflexivity involves “reflection on the 
relationship between theory and data” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) and “the effects of the 
researcher’s presence on the data collected” (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1983; Lincoln & 
Guba, 1985). In critical ethnography, reflexivity further involves 
a dialectic process among (a) the researcher’s constructs, (b) the 
informants’ commonsense constructs, (c) the research data, (d) the 
researcher’s ideological biases, and (e) the structural and historical forces 
that informed the social [and I may add, discursive] construction under 
study. (Anderson, 1989, pp. 254-5) 
This framework, therefore, critically acknowledges the roles both participants as well as 
the researcher play in shaping the study. 
As a Japanese language teacher, I have certain expectations and values regarding 
students’ and teachers’ behavior and performance. Because I have been teaching 
Japanese to college students for quite some time, I presume that I have knowledge and 
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understanding about what is happening in the classroom. Further, as I stated in the 
introduction section, I highly value critical literacy and question some of the taken-for- 
granted assumptions about language teaching (and learning) and traditional practices of 
teaching a foreign language. All of these factors - my own worldview, values, 
assumptions, preconceptions, prior experience, and commitment - influence all stages of 
the research process. Inevitably, I am seeing and making sense of the reality of the 
classroom through my own lens. I acknowledge my orientation and position, and assess 
them in light of my interpretations in conducting the study. 
Setting 
The College1 
Stanton College, located in a small, rural New England city, is a prestigious 
liberal arts college for women. The city is known to be quite liberal, if not progressive, 
being influenced by the strong feminist orientation of Stanton. Several colleges and a 
university in neighboring towns also contribute to the area’s intellectual and academic 
atmosphere. 
The school has a long history of providing the highest quality education for 
women and has always attracted students from all over the world. About 9% of the 2,500 
students are from outside the US. Stanton College was founded on a strong belief that 
“for many women, a women’s college is the best option” and continues to educate 
women in many fields that are still considered “non-traditional” for women. The college 
description states clearly its mission to challenge the patriarchal social order: At Stanton, 
“the ‘old boys’ network’ becomes an ‘ageless women’s network.’” 
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The goal of the college is to foster the individual student’s talents and interests; 
thus, there is no general education requirements for obtaining a degree. To pursue one’s 
own unique educational goal, each student plans her individualized program of study 
with her mentor. The students are allowed to take courses at the neighboring university 
and colleges, and that provides them with more freedom to design the course of study that 
best meets their interests and goals. Studying a foreign language is optional, and is not 
considered as a requirement for obtaining a degree. The school also actively encourages 
the students to study abroad in their junior year, a factor that often attracts students to 
take foreign language courses. 
I chose a second-year Japanese language classroom, “Japanese II,” at Stanton 
College as a research site. The reasons for this decision were based on my access to the 
college as well as my knowledge about the participants. I have a previous experience 
teaching at the college. In fact, I have co-taught the very same students in this study 
(with the teacher in the study, Ms. Tanaka) the year prior to this research. Therefore, I 
was not an “outsider” to this cultural group. I already had established trusting 
relationships with both Ms. Tanaka and the students. This factor helped me greatly 
during the research process, particularly in terms of gaining access to the site and of 
being accepted as a “peripheral” member within the classroom community. It was my 
belief that my knowledge of the students as individuals and language learners as well as 
of the teacher as a colleague and a friend would provide me with a significant advantage 
when conducting the ethnographic study (Erickson, 1993, in Mlynarczyk, 1998). 
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The Course: Japanese II 
The classroom for “Japanese II” was located in one of the Victorian style 
buildings on Stanton’s small but beautiful campus. The building housed many foreign 
language classrooms. It was fully carpeted and each room was furnished with audio¬ 
visual equipment (such as a TV, VCR and LD players, a stereo, an OHP, and a projector 
for computer). The classroom had big blackboards, bookshelves with many reference 
books for Japanese, Chinese, and Korean languages, the three East Asian languages that 
the department offers. Walls were decorated with maps of these three countries. Wood 
chairs with small writing tables were usually arranged in a semi-circle facing the 
teacher’s desk. 
The course, “Japanese II” was a year-long, intensive intermediate course in 
spoken and written Japanese. The course syllabus prepared by Ms. Tanaka stated two 
course objectives. “At the end of the year, you are expected: 1) To be able to fully 
communicate (in speaking, listening, reading and writing) in daily life setting; and 2) To 
enhance [sic] your understanding of the social and cultural functions of the Japanese 
language” (See Appendix A: Course Syllabus). 
The class met Monday through Friday for 50-minutes and was taught by Ms. 
Tanaka. There were two textbooks used for the course: Genki II. An integrated course in 
elementary Japanese (Banno, Ohno, Sakane & Takashiki, 1999) and An Integrated 
Approach to Intermediate Japanese (Miura & McGloin, 1994). Both textbooks were 
designed for college students in the US as a target audience. 
The students used the Genki I and II in the first-year Japanese course and in part 
of the second year. The schedule was to spend the first 8 weeks of the second year to 
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finish the Genki II (by covering the remaining units: Unit 19 to 23) and move onto the 
new textbook. Intermediate Japanese. The decision to use the textbook, Genki was 
collaboratively made among the instructors when it first came on the market. The major 
aim of the Genki was to introduce basic Japanese grammar. Grammar explanations, 
numerous grammar drills and classroom activities together made the core of the textbook. 
Each Genki book consisted of two independent, separate sections; the first 3/4 of 
the text was a “dialogue and grammar ” section and the remaining 1/4 was a “reading and 
writing” section. It was designed that if one chooses to do so, s/he can only use the 
“dialogue and grammar” section. Ms. Tanaka systematically used units from each 
section in the class. Throughout the textbook, there were many manga-like illustrations 
accompanying the grammar drills. Ms. Tanaka once told the students jokingly that it was 
a “kodomo no kyookasho, children’s textbook.” 
The second textbook, Intermediate Japanese, was a “literacy-based” textbook. 
That means, uyomimono (reading material)” was the core of the textbook. The main part 
of the unit consisted of three kaiwa (dialogues), and uyomimono (a reading material). 
Each kaiwa and yomimono had an accompanying vocabulary list, a kanji list and brief 
grammar notes. A unit also had “Cultural Notes,” grammar exercises, application 
(speaking) exercises, a writing exercise, a topic for an essay assignment, listening 
exercises and a short passage for speed reading. Each unit was thematically organized 
(e.g., “on college campus,” “home-stay,” etc.) and highlighted specific communicative 
functions (e.g., asking for permission, giving advice, etc.) as objectives for the unit. 
There were almost no illustrations in the textbook which gave the book a more 
“academic” and serious look. When some students complained about the textbook’s 
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apparent density with “only words,” Ms. Tanaka explained that the textbook was an 
“otona no kyookasho, adult’s textbook” in comparison to the Genki. The Intermediate 
Japanese is a textbook that is widely used throughout the country. It was an institutional 
decision (i.e., departmental), not Ms. Tanaka’s, to use this textbook for the Japanese II 
class. Historically, the department has used the same textbook since its publication in 
1994. 
The Participants2 
The participants in the study were Ms. Tanaka and her whole class. The students 
in Japanese II have had Ms. Tanaka as their teacher since the very beginning of their 
studying Japanese except for one student (Ms. Zen) who joined this group in the second 
semester of Japanese II. After meeting every day for a year and half, Ms. Tanaka and the 
students had come to know each other quite well creating a friendly, comfortable, and 
cooperative classroom community. I found the classroom atmosphere very relaxed. 
There were many moments of laughter triggered by jokes made by Ms. Tanaka or by 
some vocal students. 
Ms. Tanaka is a native Japanese woman in her mid 30’s. She has an extensive 
training and experience teaching Japanese as a foreign language both in Japan and in the 
US. Being a Japanese language teacher was her lifetime goal. She studied Japanese 
language pedagogy during her undergraduate work in Tokyo. After she finished her 
university education, she became a Japanese teacher in one of the well-regarded language 
schools in Tokyo. After teaching students in Japan for several years, she came to the US 
to further her education. She received a master’s degree in Japanese language pedagogy 
from one of the leading US universities. 
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Ms. Tanaka had been teaching at Stanton College as a full time lecturer for four 
years at the time of the research. I became a colleague and a friend with her three years 
prior to the beginning of this study. We regularly had lunch together where we talked 
about our students, shared our pleasant as well as unpleasant classroom stories, 
exchanged ideas about teaching, and talked about our lives outside of the college. She is 
a kind and devoted teacher. 
In class, there were eleven students in the first semester and ten students in the 
second semester. As the course, “Japanese II,” was a year-long course, a college rule 
requires the students to complete the course throughout the academic year in order to 
receive credits. However, two students dropped at the end of the first semester due to 
unavoidable circumstances. Also, one student, Ms. Zen, joined the class in the second 
semester as she was allowed to waive the first semester based on her placement test. 
Although I conducted the fieldwork for a whole academic year, I decided to focus on the 
second semester for the study. I will describe methodological reasons for this decision in 
the research design section. 
The ten students in the class (in the second semester) consisted of six Asian- 
Americans, three White Americans, and one international student from Korea. In terms 
of socio-economic status, they all identified themselves as “middle-class” during the 
formal interviews. Almost all of them were multilingual and mutiliterate in other 
languages besides English and Japanese. They were all intelligent and talented young 
women. 
Some students were active speakers while others tended to be quiet in class. 
There were multiple reasons why they behaved in the ways they were in the classroom. 
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Issues of identity such as who they are, who they want to represent themselves as (in 
relation to others), who they want to become, and other factors such as their social and 
academic lives as well as their beliefs and values regarding what is language and literacy 
learning all contributed to how they conducted themselves in the classroom. I will 
introduce each student here in some detail (using their own voice as much as possible) in 
order to provide a sense of who they are (See Table 1 at the end of the section for the 
summary of “Students’ Background”). 
Ms. Zen was the only first-year college student in the class. She was born in 
China and moved to California when she was six years old. She identified herself as a 
Chinese-American. Her first language was Chinese Mandarin but it was rarely used at 
home. She studied Japanese in high school for three and one half years, and that 
qualified her to join the second half of the Japanese II course. Her reasons for studying 
Japanese were personal and familial. She told me that she had “a lot of Japanese friends 
all through high school” and that she also had an aunt living in Japan. 
Although she felt studying Japanese was “a little bit easier [than other foreign 
languages] because of the Chinese characters,” she found it a challenge to balance her 
time between studying for her major, engineering, and studying Japanese. Even though 
she was a newcomer to the class, she appeared to be very confident and never hesitated to 
speak up in class. In explaining the reason why she was not afraid to speak up in class, 
she said, “I always make mistakes, but I don’t really care because everyone makes 
mistakes and sensei (the teacher) is really nice about it.” She felt that she “talked too 
much in class,” and noted that many of her classmates “don’t talk.” Because they don’t 
talk, she sometimes remained intentionally quiet so that “they will start talking.” 
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Ms. Danaj identified herself as an Asian American. She was born in Sri Lanka 
and moved to the US when she was three years old. She spoke Tamil and Singhalese at 
home with her parents because they “refused to speak English” with her. She self- 
defined herself as a “feminist” and that was one of the reasons why she decided to come 
to Stanton. Prior to entering the college, she had studied Japanese language for one year 
in high school; however, she was not allowed to skip the first level Japanese course when 
she entered Stanton college. She said that she decided to study Japanese because her 
career aspiration was to “work for the United Nations.” She described learning Japanese 
as “more like a hobby now.” Ms. Danaj was a very cheerful person; her giggling often 
filled the classroom. She was an active speaker and spoke very fast in a high pitched 
voice. Her big brown eyes were always twinkling as if to show her curious nature. She 
was majoring in both East Asian Studies and Economics. 
Ms. Eun also identified herself as an Asian American. Her parents moved from 
Hong Kong to the US in the 1970’s and she was born in California. She said that her first 
language was English while her mother language was Cantonese. She decided to study 
Japanese because she “really likes Japanese pop culture” and also “because Japan is so 
close to Hong Kong where my roots are.” Ms. Eun enjoyed the challenge that she 
assigned to herself. Her claim was that she “never felt inhibited to speak in class”; her 
words for describing the reason for her uninhibited attitude were “I’m gonna be stupid 
anyway; I wanna say it.” She said that she “didn’t feel satisfied” with the ordinary ways 
of responding to Ms. Tanaka in class. She stated, “I want to try really hard to think and 
say a response that people haven’t already thought of.” She was also interested in 
learning about many political issues such as “media bias” and feminism (e.g., American 
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birthing institutions) because, she said, “knowing about it [politics] makes me feel a lot 
stronger.” Her major was studio arts (architecture) and she was thinking of minoring in 
East Asian studies. 
Ms. Hall is a White American student. Because of her father’s job in the US 
military, she was born in Germany and lived in Okinawa for eight years before her family 
settled down in Rhode Island. She told me that she had conflicts about her identity 
because of this unique background. She said, “I feel like I’m Asian by living in Okinawa 
so long, but I’m not...and living in a military base so long and being with so many people 
of different races, I didn’t believe such thing as ‘race.’” She was an Art major and spent 
a lot of time in the studio drawing and working on computer graphic projects. She stated 
that one of her reasons for studying Japanese was her fascination with anime and manga 
(Japanese animations and comic books respectively). She was hoping to get an internship 
in one of the anime-related companies in Japan in the near future. 
In class, Ms. Hall remained quiet most of the time. However, she said that she 
“felt there was enough chances to speak in class and felt comfortable being there.” She 
qualified her statement by saying, “ the only time I don’t feel comfortable is when I’m 
not sure what the teacher said.” She found kanji as the most difficult aspect of learning 
Japanese. In situations when she had to read and/or to write, kanji was always the 
obstacle for her to accomplish the task. 
Ms. Kay was an international student from Korea. She spoke Korean at home 
with her parents and her brother. She decided to come to the US when she was a high 
school student because her brother was already studying in the US. She “wanted to learn 
to speak English because if you speak a lot of languages, there are a lot of opportunities 
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for getting a good job.” She told me that her mother was the biggest influence as to why 
she decided to study Japanese. She said that her mother really loves Japan, and because 
of that she wants her to learn Japanese. She also told me about her plan of going to a 
graduate school in Japan after graduating from Stanton. Ms. Kay usually sat quietly in 
class. She explained that she was “scared” that she might say “something wrong” and did 
not want to be “embarrassed” in class. Her major was Art. 
Ms. Lin is a Korean-American student who immigrated to the US with her parents 
when she was eight years old. At home, she spoke Korean with her parents and a 
mixture of Korean and English with her two sisters. Ms. Lin was a very confident and 
conscientious student. She was also the most proficient student in class. She found 
“studying Japanese was relatively easy” because her native language, “Korean, had 
similar grammatical structures and shared some vocabulary with Japanese.” She said that 
she had “no good reason” as to why she decided to study Japanese. She spoke of her 
“fascination” and “desire” for learning languages. The words she used to describe her 
interest in language were: “Language opens you up to so many more memories, 
experiences, cultures, thoughts that, as English speakers, we wouldn’t necessarily be able 
to comprehend...There are just things that are not translatable - experiences, you know, 
cultural, I don’t know, what you call these.” After she studied Japanese for a year, she 
decided to major in East Asian Studies. 
Ms. Chen identified herself as Asian but said that such categories would change 
depending on where she was. She said that if she was in Japan, for example, she would 
identify herself as an American. Ms. Chen was born in Taiwan and moved to the US 
with her family when she was eleven years old. Her father was now back in Taiwan for 
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his career and that provided her with an opportunity to visit there every summer. She 
said that her first language was Taiwanese, and that Chinese Mandarin was the language 
she used at home. Like Ms. Zen, her reasons for studying Japanese were also personal 
and familial. Her father once studied in Japan which almost made him settle there, and 
some of her paternal relatives are still residing in Japan. 
She found studying Japanese “fun,” and said that she liked “Japan - people and 
places - and the sounds of Japanese language.” She also enjoyed the occasions when 
she and her father tried conversing in Japanese. Although Ms. Chen took a year break 
between the first year Japanese and the second year Japanese, she was well-adjusted and 
felt “comfortable” in the new group. She was not particularly an active speaker in class 
but she did not seem to hesitate either when she had something she wanted to say. 
Ms. Jen labeled herself as an Asian American. She was born in New York City. 
Her father is Japanese and her mother is Korean. Responding to my question why she 
decided to study Japanese, she said, “it would be nice to make an effort to learn the 
language for my (paternal) grandparents.” She felt “more natural speaking Korean than 
Japanese” because she had a Korean nanny and went to a Korean weekend school when 
she was a child. 
Ms. Jen frequently missed class. Because her biochemistry major kept her very 
busy, she said, “too bad that I don’t have time to study [Japanese].” She remained quiet 
in class and hardly ever volunteered to speak up. Similar to Ms. Eun, Ms. Jen said, “I 
wanna be more creative in terms of grammar and stuff,...and I don’t wanna keep on 
saying the same thing again and again.” However, in contrast to Ms. Eun, she felt 
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“constrained” because she was “not comfortable with new stuff’ and therefore, “one step 
behind what you should be doing.” 
Ms. Linsey identified herself as a Caucasian and as an American. She was the 
student who struggled the most in keeping up with the class. When I interviewed her, she 
regretfully said, “at this point, Japanese is my second priority, and I haven’t been able to 
spend as much time [to study Japanese] as I’d like to.” She was a third year college 
student at the time of the study, and her major, psychology, seemed to have taken up 
most of her time. She said about her fear of speaking up in class: “I always hate speaking 
in general even in English, so especially in another language, I’m always scared that I’m 
gonna screw up and other people will laugh at me.” Her fear of speaking out was also 
influenced by her feeling of inadequacy in Japanese. She said, “I feel like I’m not as 
good as some of the girls in the class, so that I almost feel like they must think I’m a 
slacker because I don’t know what I’m saying.” The reason she gave for remaining quiet 
in class was that if she remained quite “they don’t know that I don’t know anything that 
they are saying.” She did not know what her career path would be after graduating from 
Stanton but was hoping to go to Japan through the JET program (Japanese government 
sponsored cultural/language exchange program). 
Ms. Duff was the only senior in the class. She identified herself as a Caucasian, 
White American. Her major was Religion. Originally she wanted to go to a graduate 
school to study Buddhism and that made her decide to study Japanese. Reflecting on her 
language learning experiences (she studied Latin for 8 years, Spanish for 3 years and 
Greek for a semester), she said, “it’s fascinating to be able to compare JJapanese] with 
other languages.” She found it “fun” to analyze grammar to see “how it fits together to 
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create sentences in different languages.” Ms. Duff was the captain of the college’s rugby 
team. She was not particularly outspoken in class, but she occasionally demonstrated her 
leadership ability, for example, when the class was planning to have an oyakodon3 party. 
Like Ms. Linsey, she was also having a hard time keeping up with the class. 
“Time” seemed to be the major factor influencing her progress in learning Japanese. She 
also described her difficulty in writing by saying “I’m not really good at the spatial 
relations between the strokes and stuff’ and “not very skilled [at writing] artistically,” 
which made her often confused when working with Japanese orthographies. At the time 
of the interview, she was accepted by the JET program and was going to Japan as an 
English teacher after graduating from college. Her career plan was to become a police 
officer upon returning from Japan. 
The following Table summarizes the students’ background: 
Table 1: The Student Participants 
Name: School 
Year: 
Major: Japanese 
Experience: 
Bilingual/Biliterate 
Background: 
Nationality/Race/ 
Ethnicity4: 
Zen 1st year Engineer 3 years (HS) LI: Mandarin L2: English 
FL: Spanish & German 
Asian-American 
Danaj 2nd year East Asian 
Studies & 
Economics 
One year 
(HS) 
LI: Tamil, Shinglease & 
English 
FL: French 
Asian-American 
(Sri Lankan) 
Eun 2nd year Studio Art None LI: English & Cantonese 
FL: French 
Asian-American 
(Chinese) 
Hall 2nd year Art None LI: English 
FL: German, Spanish 
White; American 
Kay 2nd year Art None LI : Korean L2: English 
FL: Spanish 
Korean 
Lin 2nd year East Asian 
Studies 
None LI: Korean & English 
FL: Spanish 
Asian-American 
(Korean) 
Chen 3rd year Art History None LI: Taiwanese & Mandarin 
L2: English 
Asian-American 
(Taiwanese) 
Jen 3rd year Bio¬ 
chemistry 
None LI: English L2: Korean 
FL: Spanish & French 
Asian-American 
(Japanese & 
Korean) 
Linsey 3rd year Psychology None LI: English 
FL: Spanish 
Caucasian; 
American 
Duff 4th year Religious 
Studies 
None LI: English 
FL: Latin, Spanish, Greek 
Caucasian; 
American 
75 
Research Design 
I conducted the ethnographic fieldwork between September 2001 and May 2002. 
However, I decided to focus my analysis on the second semester. There were several 
reasons for this decision - both practical as well as methodological. First, one of my 
goals in the first semester was to establish a new relationship with Ms. Tanaka and with 
the students. That is, my previous role as a colleague (to Ms. Tanaka) and as a-teacher 
(to the students) needed to be shifted to that of a researcher and a learner of the classroom 
culture. At the same time, I needed to “train” myself to see the familiar classroom 
practices from a different viewpoint. During the first semester, I tried to get general ideas 
as to how the classroom practices were organized and conducted, what types of literacy 
events (and their constitutive activities) were integrated in the everyday lesson, and what 
literacy practices (or Discourses) were available in the classroom. Based on that 
preliminary understanding, I engaged in more focused observations during the second 
semester. 
Second, as I have already mentioned in the “participants” section, there was an 
unexpected change in the membership from the first semester to the second semester. As 
two students dropped the course at the end of the first semester, I was not able to follow 
up with those two students. However, the rest of the students (plus one student) 
continued the course. Therefore, I decided to continue the study and follow the 
classroom practices of the Japanese II course. The longitudinal nature of this study 
allowed me to see and understand what was happening in the second semester as it built 
up from the first semester. 
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Access and Informed Consent 
Both Ms. Tanaka and the students were willing to support my study. After I 
gained verbal permission from them, I wrote two types of formal informed consent 
letters, one for Ms. Tanaka and the other for the students (See Appendix B, “Consent 
Letter”). My consent letters included, a brief description of the study, an explanation of 
how the study might contribute to the FL field, the research methods I would use 
(including audio/video recording, interviews, photocopies of student writing products). 
The letter also included an explanation of what I would write, and with whom I might 
share the information, anonymity, an explanation of their right to withdraw from the 
study at any time, and finally a direct request to participate in the study. The letter to the 
students included that participation in the study was completely voluntary and that their 
course grade would in no way be affected regardless of whether or not they participated 
in the study. All of the participants agreed to participate in the study and signed the 
consent letters. 
Researcher’s Role 
As a researcher, I assumed the role of a “limited” participant observer (Ely, 
Anzul, Friedman, Garner & Steinmetz, 1991). My role was “limited” because I tried to 
remain as unobtrusive as I could, and only “participated” explicitly when I was asked to 
do so. I also made it clear to the student participants that my role in the classroom (and 
in the interview settings) was not meant to judge or evaluate them as language learners 
but to learn about their perspectives to inform FL teaching practices. However; I do 
acknowledge that 1 was a part of the sociocultural context, thus influencing the 
construction of their behaviors and the setting. 
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My roles as a limited participant observer and as a cultural learner were an 
espoused social position. However, such constructs as role, subjectivity and identity are 
relational (Brodkey, 1996; Gee, 1999; Weedon, 1997); therefore, other roles such as 
“former teacher” (for the students), and “colleague” and “friend” (for Ms. Tanaka) were 
inevitably invoked depending on the situation where I was in with participants. I was 
self-reflective about these multiple roles that I was playing when conducting the research. 
Data Collection Mtethods 
The primary data-gathering methods included classroom observations, writing 
fieldnotes, audio-/video-recoding of classroom interactions, and conducting formal and 
informal interviews with participants. The secondary data were the “artifacts” that 
consisted of student questionnaires, copies of students’ written homework (such as 
paragraph writing, summary writing, journal entries, and formal essays), the course 
syllabus, written materials used for instruction, supplemental hand-outs, copies of 
students’ tests and exams, and Ms. Tanaka’s record of students’ performance (i.e., 
attendance, homework, course grades, etc.). 
Classroom Observations. Fieldnotes & Reconstructive Notes 
I visited and observed the class 2-3 times a week for one academic year (from 
September 2001 to May 2002, total of 35 hours). As my professional schedule did not 
allow me to observe the class everyday, I made a conscious decision as to which days of 
the week I would observe the class. The decision was based on the daily lesson schedule 
prepared in advance by Ms. Tanaka. My intention was to observe as many classes as 
possible when the objective of the lesson focused on “reading.” 
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During the observations, I wrote “ethnographic fieldnotes” (Emerson, Fretz & 
Shaw, 1995) in a mixture of Japanese and English. I engaged in casual conversations 
with students before and after the class as time and opportunity permitted. These 
informal conversations - whenever relevant - were included in the fieldnotes. I have also 
engaged in informal dialogues with Ms. Tanaka throughout the year as well as after the 
data-gathering phase. We often discussed our views and beliefs regarding literacy, and 
teaching Japanese language. These dialogues were also documented as reconstructive 
memos. 
Writing fieldnotes is the fundamental data-gathering method in ethnography (e.g., 
Marshall & Rossman, 1999; Ely, et al., 1991; Emerson, et al., 1995; Carspecken, 1996). 
By writing fieldnotes and reconstructive memos, I turned “a passing event, ...into an 
account, which exists in its inscription and can be reconsulted” (Geertz, 1973, in Emerson 
et al., 1995, pp.8-9). As I was writing the fieldnotes, I was self-conscious not to use any 
evaluative language. I acknowledge that it was inevitable that during the process of 
writing down descriptive fieldnotes, I reduced, selected and framed the social realities in 
a certain way (Emerson et al., 1995). 
Audio-/Video-Recor dings 
I audio-recorded the classroom interactions everyday. When I was not present in 
the classroom for the observation, Ms. Tanaka audio-recorded the class. I also video- 
recorded the class occasionally. These recordings of the class helped me to capture the 
language used in interactions because writing down the exact words in the fieldnotes as 
they were spoken was an almost impossible task. They also provided me with some of 
the important non-linguistic features of language use such as tone of voice and length of 
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pause. The information I gained from audio-/video-recordings helped me augment the 
fieldnotes. 
I listened to all of the tapes at the night of the recording and wrote a descriptive 
memo for each tape noting the types and topics of classroom events and any incidents 
that could potentially be significant. These memos helped me to easily locate the tape 
when I began more in-depth analysis of the literacy events in the second phase of the 
study. In the second phase of the study, as the recordings amounted to a huge volume of 
data, I selectively transcribed the tapes for analysis. After identifying the possible 
moments of tension, conflict, and students’ creative language use in the fieldnotes, I 
transcribed the tapes that captured those moments. These transcripts were analyzed 
closely using the method of critical discourse analysis (Fairclough, 1992b). Analysis of 
these transcripts situated within the contexts provided by the fieldnotes helped me 
understand the discursive practices of classroom interactions (Rogers, 2003). 
Formal Interviews 
I conducted a formal semi-structured interview with each of the students at the 
end of the data-gathering phase. A student and I always met in the school cafeteria in the 
afternoon and talked in English for about one hour. I decided to have an interview in the 
cafeteria over a cup of coffee because I wanted to have a relaxed and social atmosphere. 
I prepared guiding questions and the format of the interview was open-ended. The set of 
the interview questions was used as a guide rather than as a script to be rigidly followed 
(See Appendix D, “Guiding Interview Questions”). The interviews turned out to be more 
like conversations and the structure and flow were modified depending on ideas 
introduced incidentally by the interviewees. 
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I asked the students three types of questions: biographical questions, general 
questions, and literacy questions. The biographical questions were to gather information 
about each student’s sociocultural and language background. The general questions were 
to gather the students’ background information in relation to Japanese language learning, 
and to ask about their beliefs related to different aspects of Japanese language learning. 
The literacy questions were to gather information specifically about their views of 
literacy and their beliefs regarding what reading and writing mean in Japanese language 
learning. I also asked their opinions about the “yomimono, reading materials” used in 
class. These questions helped me understand their commitment to learning Japanese, 
their identities, the dominant discourses they took up, and their disposition and 
orientation toward fulfilling their language learning goals. There were also 
individualized questions that I asked regarding specific events and/or concerns particular 
to the interviewee in order to clarify, prove and expand my interpretation and 
understanding of particular classroom events. 
I also conducted two semi-formal, open-ended interviews in Japanese with Ms. 
Tanaka, one at the beginning (10/1/2001) and the other at the end of the academic year 
(5/18/2002). The first interview was conduced in the faculty lounge at the college and 
the second one was conducted in a coffee shop downtown. The questions I asked Ms. 
Tanaka focused on understanding her views regarding the roles reading and writing play 
in learning Japanese language and the goals of reading and writing instruction. In the 
second interview, I also asked her to reflect on her teaching, on the performance of each 
student, and on the class as a whole. During the interview, I brought up specific events 
that I found significant and asked her to comment on them. 
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The purpose of conducting interviews was to understand classroom events and 
practices from the participants’ perspective (e.g., Carspecken, 1996; Ely et al, 1991, 
Emerson et al, 1995). Fieldnotes and transcripts of interactions provided me with the 
information that I used to interpret their observable behaviors and practices (physical as 
well as language). By interviewing the participants, I sought their words - their 
explanations, interpretations, and understandings - that helped me to better understand 
how they organized their behaviors and their meanings. All of the interviews - both the 
students’ and Ms. Tanaka’s - were audio-recorded and fully transcribed. Through the 
analysis of the interview transcripts, I sought to understand what discourses they drew on 
to make sense of their classroom reality. 
I further set up several formal occasions to have a dialogue with Ms. Tanaka 
regarding this dissertation at the end of the writing phase (4/9/2004 & 4/17/2004). I 
asked her to read the dissertation prior to our meeting. The purpose of those meetings 
was to have an open dialogue regarding my analysis, interpretations and discussions I 
presented in this dissertation. I used these occasions to confirm and to modify my 
interpretations, and to include Ms. Tanaka’s own view and understanding of classroom 
practices as much as possible. It was also my hope that reading this dissertation would 
provide her with a chance to reflect on her practices from some distance and to provide 
alternative perspectives. The understanding and knowledge I gained from our dialogue 
are presented in the “Postscript” section in the final chapter. 
Secondary Data 
These data were organized and filed in terms of the lesson sequence for 
instructional materials such as the course syllabus, written materials used for instruction, 
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and supplemental hand-outs, and in terms of the individual students for the students’ 
questionnaires, copies of their written homework, tests and exams. These data were not 
subjected to an in-depth analysis but were used for the purpose of triangulation when 
appropriate. 
Data Analysis 
The data gathering and the preliminary analysis of the data were conducted 
simultaneously. The data analysis process was inductive and recursive. First, I engaged 
in a “close reading” of the fieldnotes and conducted line-by-line “coding” (e.g., Emerson 
et al., 1995). The goal of the close reading was to identify and formulate ideas, themes, 
and issues that the data suggested. These codes functioned as “heuristic devices” (Coffee 
& Atkinson, 1996). The same procedure was applied to other data - that is, transcripts of 
classroom interactions and interviews. After I identified possible themes and issues, I 
examined how they compared and contrasted across different data sources and across 
different times. These processes - that were not linear but repeated cycles - helped me to 
develop, modify, and extend theoretical propositions to answer my research questions. 
The coding process for the fieldnotes and the transcripts of the classroom 
interactions began with identifying different types of literacy events integrated in the 
everyday classroom practice. After identifying various types of literacy events and 
cataloguing them into a group type, I focused on examining the nature and feature of each 
event as well as the activities that were involved within it. In the coding process, I also 
noted the participants’ “key words” that “index” (Fairclough, 1992a) the types of 
discourses that they drew on in order to construct the classroom discursive practices. For 
the transcripts of interviews, the focus was on the participants’ understanding and 
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descriptions of the classroom language and literacy practices. These analysis helped me 
formulate the ideas about the classroom literacy practices - the values, roles, goals and 
emphasis - that Ms. Tanaka and the students assigned to literacy (and which aspects of 
literacy). 
During the process of close reading of the fieldnotes, I also noted any “critical 
moments” (Candlin, 2001) - “rich points” (Agar, 1994, in Green et al., in press) or 
“frame clashes” (Mehan, 1979, in Green et al, in press) as they are variably called. “Rich 
points” in ethnography are “points at which the differences in understanding, action, 
interpretation and/or participation become marked” (ibid.). In other words, rich points 
can be viewed as instances when normal discursive practices are “disrupted” (Brodkey, 
1996). In order to identify “critical moments,” I looked for moments that could be 
interpreted as outside of the teacher’s agenda. Specifically, I looked for observable shifts 
in one’s linguistic and/or physical behaviors such as code-switching between Japanese 
and English, register shifts (e.g., formal vs. casual language), sudden topic shifts or topic 
introductions, and shifts in the traditional power dynamics in the classroom discursive 
practices. These moments were possibly the manifestations of tension and conflict. 
After identifying possible moments of tension and conflict in the fieldnotes, I 
went back to the particular transcripts (of the classroom talk) that captured those 
moments. Those moments were closely analyzed using critical discourse analysis (CDA) 
(Chouliaraki & Fairclough 1999; Fairclough, 1992b, 1995). The goals of this close 
analysis were to investigate when and how - and why - these moments occurred, who 
participated, what the moments signified and their impact on learning. 
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Critical Discourse Analysis 
Discourses do not just reflect or represent social entities and relations, they 
construct or “constitute” them; different discourses constitute key entities 
in different ways, and position people in different ways as social subjects, 
and it is these social effects of discourse that are focused upon in discourse 
analysis. (Fairclough, 1992b, p.3, emphasis mine) 
The analytical tool that I used to examine the classroom interactions during 
literacy events was Fairclough’s (1992b) method of critical discourse analysis (CDA). 
His method of discourse analysis brings together linguistically-oriented discourse 
analysis and social and political thought relevant to discourse and language (Fairclough, 
1992b, 1995). 
Fairclough’s model of CDA is based on Hallidayan systemic functional 
linguistics. Halliday (1994) argues that language is structured to construct three kinds of 
meanings simultaneously: ideational meaning, interpersonal meaning, and textual 
meaning. Ideational meaning concerns how we represent experience in language. 
Interpersonal meaning - or, identity and relational meanings in Fairclough’s term - 
concerns our role relationship with other people and our attitudes to each other. Textual 
meaning concerns how what we are saying hangs together and relates to what was said 
before and to the context around us (Eggins, 1994). The goal of CDA is to “[show] how 
discourse is shaped by relations of power and ideologies, and the constructive effects 
discourse has upon social identities, social relations and systems of knowledge and 
belief’ (Fairclough, 1992b, p. 12). 
Fairclough (1992b) defines discourse as “a mode of action, one form in which 
people may act upon the world and especially upon each other, as well as a mode of 
representation” (p.63). He highlights three aspects of the constructive effects of 
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discourse: 1) Discourse contributes to the construction of ‘social identities’ and ‘subject 
positions’’; 2) Discourse helps construct social relationships between people; and 3) 
Discourse contributes to the construction of systems of knowledge and belief (p.64, 
emphasis mine). He emphasizes that “there is a dialectical relationship between 
discourse and social structure” (p.64). That is, social structure is both a condition for, 
and an effect of discourse. 
Fairclough (1992b, 1995) adopts a three-dimensional conception of discourse - 
discourse as text practice, as discourse (or discursive) practice5 and as social practice - 
and, accordingly, proposes a three-dimensional method of discourse analysis. He 
describes the purpose of analysis for each dimension as description, interpretation and 
explanation (1995, p.97). That is, linguistic properties are described’, the relationship 
between discursive practice (productive and interpretative processes) and the text is 
interpreted’, and the relationship between discursive and social practice is explained. One 
cautionary remark is in order here. Fairclough (1992b) warns that “discursive practice” 
does not contrast with “social practice.” “Discursive practice” is a particular form of 
“social practice.” Therefore, in some cases, “the social practice may be wholly 
constituted by the discursive practice, while in others it may involve a mixture of 
discursive and non-discursive practice” (p.71). 
Text Practice 
This level of analysis involves the description of the “micro-dimensions” of texts. 
At the textual level, content and form - or, “texture” (Fairclough, 1992b, 1995) - are 
analyzed. According to Fairclough, these two aspects of a text are inseparable: contents 
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are realized by particular forms; different contents also imply different forms and vice 
versa. That is to say, the form is part of the content. 
Fairclough (1992b) states that “text” represents two types of content: “social 
reality (i.e., system of knowledge and beliefs)” and “social relations and social 
identities.” “Social reality” is what Halliday calls “ideational meaning.” “Social relations 
and social identities” correspond to what Halliday calls “interpersonal meaning6.” 
Fairclough does not specifically deal with what Halliday calls the “textual” function of 
language (Ivanic, 1998). Fairclough addresses the “textual” function of language as 
means to achieve the contents of “social reality” and “social relations and social 
identities.” 
In conducting a linguistic analysis on a text, Fairclough (1992b, 1995) suggests 
that one attends to aspects regarding phonology, grammar, vocabulary and semantics as 
well as such supra-sentential aspects of textual organization as cohesion and turn-taking. 
Based on the assumption that “people make choices about the design and structure of 
their clauses which amount to choices about how to signify (and construct) social 
identities, social relationships, and knowledge and belief’ (p.76), Fairclough (1992b) 
suggests examining each clause in terms of the following aspects (pp.234-7) (See 
Appendix E for the descriptions of each analytical tool): 
• Interactional control 
Turn-taking rules; rights & obligations 
Exchange structure 
Topic control 
Pre-set agenda, setting & policing agenda 
Overlap 
Formulations 
• Cohesion 
Functional relations between clauses/sentences 
Cohesive markers 
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• Politeness 
• Ethos 
• Grammar 
Transitivity 
Theme 
Modality 
• Word meaning/Key words 
Discourse Practice 
Fairclough (1992b, 1995) explains that the dimension of discourse practice is a 
link (i.e., mediation) between text and social practice. Discourse practices are, on one 
hand, formed by social practice and assist in its formation and, on the other hand, closely 
related to the textual level where text production leaves so-called “cues” in the text and 
interpretation takes place on the basis of textual elements (Fairclough, 1992b). 
The analysis of the dimension of discourse practice involves interpretation of the 
relationship between the discursive processes and the text. Drawing on interpretivist 
tradition that views social practice as something people actively produce and make sense 
of on the basis of shared commonsense procedures, this dimension addresses the socio- 
cognitive aspects of text production and interpretation. The goal of the analysis is trying 
to make sense of the features of texts by seeing them as elements in discourse practice, as 
“traces” of the processes of text production, and as “cues” in the process of text 
interpretation. 
The aspects that Fairclough (1992b) suggests to examine are (pp.232-4) as 
follows (See Appendix E for descriptions): 
• Interdiscursivity 
• Intertextual Chains 
• Coherence 
• Conditions of Discourse Practice 
• Manifest Intertextuality 
• Presupposition 
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• Metadiscourse & Irony 
Social Practice 
The general objective of this dimension of analysis is to specify the nature of the 
social practice - of which the discourse practice is a part - that shapes the discourse 
practice (production and interpretation) and the characteristics of the text itself, and the 
effects of the discourse practice upon the social practice. It attempts to give an 
explanation for both the features of texts and one’s interpretation of how they are 
produced and interpreted by seeing them as embedded within a wider social practice 
(Fairclough, 1992b). 
The following aspects are suggested by Fairclough (1992b) to examine the 
dimension of social practice (See Appendix Efor descriptions): 
• Social matrix of discourse 
• Orders of discourse 
• Ideological and political effects of discourse 
Transcription of Classroom Talk 
In order to conduct CDA, I organized the transcriptions of classroom talk into 
message units. A message unit is a minimal unit of conversational meaning (Green and 
Wallat, 1981). Using nonverbal cues such as prosody, intonation, gestures, etc., (ibid.), I 
identified the boundaries of each message unit. Each message unit roughly equates with 
a clause. I then organized message units into a table with a number assigned to each line. 
I converted these transcriptions of classroom talk into a chart where I separated 
the teacher’s utterances and the students’ utterances into different columns. In this way, 
the amount of talk by the teacher and by the students was visually demarcated. This 
visual representation effectively showed such discourse features as interactional 
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structures (who said what to whom, when and how), how turn-takings were achieved, and 
who dominated the floor (and for how long). The chart also had columns where I 
conducted line-by-line analysis. In conducting the CDA on the dimension of the Text 
Practice, I have carefully attended to each aspect suggested by Fairclough. For the 
dimensions of the Discourse Practice and Social Practice, I have used the suggested 
aspects as a general heuristic tool to analyze and interpret the discourse. 
In the process of conducting CDA, I separated each event into different phases. 
Each phase is “a pedagogical step which is interactionally marked by the participants 
through discourse and other contextualization cues (Gumperz, 1992)” (Love, 2001) and 
shows the different nature of conversation and action (Castanheira, Crawford, Dixon & 
Green, 2001; Love, 2001). In my study, a phase was often marked by Ms. Tanaka’s 
utterance/4 hai, jaa (okay, then)” - as “contextualization cues” (Gumperz, 1992) - that 
signaled the ending of a phase and moving on to the next phase. Also, I have taken the 
introduction of a new topic as a marker to separate the phases. 
The transcripts were transliterated in romanized Japanese (except for the 
utterances spoken in English). When the participants used English words with Japanese 
pronunciation, I considered them as Japanese words and scribed them in romanized 
Japanese. When the participants spoke English words with English pronunciation, I 
scribed them as English and underlined them. Each transcript was accompanied with 
interlinear glossing (See “List of Transcription Conventions”). The glossing was 
functionally and pragmatically done. The English translations of transcripts are included 
in the Appendix F. The analysis was conducted on the utterances in the original language 
spoken. In translating the transcripts, my intention was to convey the pragmatic 
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meanings, to capture the register used (i.e., the formality of the language use and of 
interaction) and to make them sound as natural as possible. 
Limitations of the CDA Method 
Hallidayan linguistic analysis, therefore, Fairclough’s microanalysis of the text, is 
based on the assumption that people have and make choices in semiotic systems when 
creating texts (spoken and written) in order to represent who they are and what they take 
as a “reality.” Analysis and interpretation of such choices against the background of 
other choices that could have been made is the heart of Hallidayan linguistic analysis. 
However, in my study, the students are learners of a foreign language; therefore, their 
choices and resources of semiotic systems are restricted as well as different from those of 
native language users. Therefore, simply conducting a “textually-oriented discourse 
analysis (TODA)” (Fairclough, 1992b) does not adequately demonstrate their intended 
meanings. Other ethnographic and interview data become particularly important in order 
to augment such limitations (Rogers, 2003). For instance, I examined the course 
curriculum in order to determine what linguistic options were available within the 
classroom to the learners instead of options that were presumably available to native 
speakers. 
Trustworthiness 
I take the position that multiple realities exist and that I can only represent one 
story out of many possible stories. However, that does not mean that I am not concerned 
with the soundness of my analysis and interpretations. In order to establish 
trustworthiness - besides my “prolonged engagement” in the field (Ely, et al., 1991) - I 
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used four techniques in this study: triangulation, member-checking, “peer-debriefing” 
(Carspecken, 1996) and “reflexivity” (Lather, 1991; May 1997). 
Triangulation 
Triangulation is a basic technique used in ethnographic research. It is the act of 
bringing multiple sources of data to bear on a single point (Marshall & Rossman, 1999). 
Although triangulation usually depends on the convergence of data by different methods, 
“data gathered by the same method but gathered over time” may also serve the purpose 
(Ely et al., 1991). Not only used to confirm a single point, triangulation also shows 
inconsistencies and contradictions. When inconsistencies and contradictions are found, 
the goal is not necessarily to eliminate such “negative cases” (Ely, et al., 1991) by forcing 
them to confirm ideal interpretations but to give such instances a careful re-examination 
and, if necessary, present them as such. 
Member-Checking 
I have consulted the classroom teacher as a primary informant, and also sought 
information from student informants whenever appropriate. I consider the participant’s 
own interpretations of what was happening in the classroom as important and often 
insightful. However, I also take the position that their disagreements to my 
interpretations could be due to the fact that my reconstruction is outside of their 
awareness and/or vocabulary (Carspecken, 1996; Green et al., in press). When they 
indicated disagreements to my interpretations, I took their perspectives into account, 
further analyzed the adequacy of my interpretations in order to clarify, modify and/or 
revise my understanding (Carspecken, 1996). 
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Peer-Debriefing 
During the entire research process, I worked with other qualitative researchers. 
The main function of the group was to support each other’s research processes as peer 
debriefers. We met regularly to discuss our data analyses and/or interpretations, and 
“check[ed] for signs of bias and partiality” (Carspecken, 1996, p.97). I believe that bias 
and partiality are not in and of themselves problems; however, distortions are. When 
“signs of bias and partiality” were identified in our discussions, I took their comments 
into consideration, and further examined the data and reflected on my “subjective-ness” 
in order not to “distort” the findings. 
Reflexivitv and Self-Critique 
As I discussed in the section on “critical ethnography,” “reflexivity” and “self¬ 
critique” are important research tools in conducting this study. Reflexivity is not “the 
mere self-reflection of the researcher. Rather reflexivity involves a complex dialectic 
between the researcher, the research process, and the research outcome(s)” (May, 1997, 
p.200). The process of reflexivity and self-critique would provide an account of the 
research process, and the roles and relationships of researcher and researched within it. 
Ethical Considerations 
When I began my observations, I gave a verbal overview of the study to the 
participants regarding the purpose and procedures for conducting the study (See the 
discussion on “Access and Informed Consent” above). Pseudonyms were used to protect 
the anonymity of participants. I also made it clear that, at their request, the final written 
report would be available for them to read. 
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Although the position of ethnographic researchers is that we can only represent a 
part of a participant’s life that does not mean we can decontextualize segments of that life 
and distort or modify it so that it fits into our research agendas. Reporting research 
findings ethically is a fundamental principle for conducting research regarding human 
lives. 
Limitations of the Study 
The processes of researching and writing culture are not one-way but 
interactive; they involve the co-creation of otherness and selfness and the 
text is therefore a dialogic production. It offers ‘a’ reality among many 
possible realities. Its findings are provisional and partial (partial in the 
sense of incomplete and of subjective); they are the unrepeatable product 
of a particular group of people and a particular researcher coming together 
in particular ways at a particular time and over a particular period (Jordan, 
2001, p.42) 
As in the case of any ethnographic study, the research findings from this study 
was a particular story involving particular people in a particular context represented by a 
particular researcher whose life experience was uniquely personal. I do not claim that the 
story my study tells is “representative” of wider populations. However, as Coffey and 
Atkinson (1996) state: 
In developing and refining, or indeed creating, concepts [qualitative 
researchers] aim...to transcend the local and the particular. Abductive 
inferences lead us from specific cases or findings toward generic levels that 
allow us to move conceptually across a wide range of social 
contexts...[Qualitative data, analyzed with close attention to detail, 
understood in terms of their internal patterns and forms, should be used to 
develop theoretical ideas about social processes and cultural forms that have 
relevance beyond those data themselves, (pp. 162-3) 
Thus, the findings from this study have practical as well as theoretical implications to the 
field of FL learning and teaching. This study provides FL educators with an opportunity 
to reflect on their own teaching practices, to problematize their assumptions about 
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teaching and learning a language, and to increase their sensitivity and appreciation of the 
complexity of a phenomenon (Dudley-Marling & Edelsky, 2001). 
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Notes for Chapter 3 
'The name of the college is a pseudonym. 
2A11 of the participants’ names are pseudonyms. 
3“Oyakodon” is a Japanese cuisine. 
4Self-defined terms used. 
5Fairclough (1992b) uses “discourse practice” and “discursive practice” 
interchangeably. I use the term “discourse practice” when referring to the “discourse” 
dimension of analysis in his model whereas I use the term “discursive practice” when 
referring to general practice of discursive acts. 
6In his account of “interpersonal meaning,” Halliday mainly focuses on “social 
relation” and does not clearly address “social identities” (Ivanic, 1998). 
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CHAPTER 4 
CLASSROOM AS A DISCURSIVE FIELD: 
SOCIAL AND DISCURSIVE CONSTRUCTION OF LITERACY PRACTICES & 
LITERACY EVENTS 
One cannot “see” or hear the familiar until it is made strange. 
(Edgerton, 1996, p.166) 
Introduction 
I imagine a classroom as a discursive field where multiple and often conflictive 
discourses interact with each other competing to dominate more territory within that 
field. Usually, it is the institutional or the teacher discourse that permeates most of the 
field. At times, however, students take up other discourses and push them against the 
dominant discourse. Sometimes they push very hard, sometimes a bit hesitantly. When 
this happens, a teacher can do several things. For one, a teacher can welcome the “clash” 
between the discourses, and use the opportunity to have a dialogue between them that is 
relevant to the interests of both the teacher and the students. At the end of this dialogue 
may be new knowledge that is more informed, more just, and perhaps more humble. 
Another, a teacher can refuse to acknowledge - or simply may not notice - the existence 
of the other discourse. The result is the same in either case: the counter-discourse would 
eventually diminish. 
By denying the existence of the moments where different discourses “clash,” the 
classroom reality may present an illusion of harmony and homogeneity. It may appear 
that everyone shares the same purpose, goals, and understanding of what is happening. 
But such a perfectly ordered classroom is an illusion that is neither possible nor desirable. 
By carefully attending to the moments of “disruption,” we could begin to see what is 
normally invisible and missing during the “business-as-usual” classroom practice. 
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In order to answer the research questions, I will first describe a “typical” 
classroom scene in the Japanese II class. With this serving as a contextual background, I 
will then demonstrate and discuss the dominant teacher or institutional discourses that the 
classroom teacher and the students jointly draw on in order to organize and make sense of 
the regular literacy events within the classroom. As I have previously stated, the 
discussions on the teacher’s teaching practices are not meant to be a critique or a 
judgment of her as an individual teacher. I would like to emphasize once again that her 
teaching practices are conceived as an instantiation of discourses that are available to her. 
After that, I will introduce five moments of tension - “critical moments” - as well 
as two contrasting cases and illustrate moment-by-moment discursive acts and their 
meanings through critical discourse analysis (CDA). Finally, I will conclude the chapter 
with a discussion on the social and political effects of discursive practices in the 
classroom (i.e., macro-analysis of literacy practices). 
Japanese II Classroom Practices 
My frequent visits to the Japanese II classroom allowed me to recognize some 
regular patterns as to how Ms. Tanaka organized and conducted her everyday lessons. 
Ms. Tanaka usually began the day with “small talk” in Japanese that lasted for a few 
minutes before starting the “official” lesson. The “small talk” consisted of short 
conversations she initiated with the students about casual topics such as the weather, what 
they did during their weekend, or a topic she picked up from the students’ chatting before 
the class started. 
During these conversations, Ms. Tanaka talked slowly in an informal, casual 
register. Many students, with varying degrees of enthusiasm, engaged in these pre-lesson 
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conversations. Ms. Tanaka made sure that everyone - particularly those who tended to 
be quiet - said at least a word or two. When Ms. Tanaka switched her mode from this 
“unofficial” pre-lesson talk to the “official” lesson, her way of speaking markedly 
changed. Her speaking became noticeably louder and faster, and she spoke in complete 
sentences with a more formal register (fieldnote, 1/29/2002). 
The everyday lesson usually involved reading material from the textbook. An 
Integrated Approach to Intermediate Japanese (Miura & McGloin, 1994). The reading 
materials could be either a yomimono (a reading material) or a kaiwa (a dialogue). 
Although I assume that the textbook authors might not have intended for the kaiwa 
(dialogues) to be used as “reading” materials, each kaiwa was so lengthy that Ms. Tanaka 
often used it for “reading comprehension” purposes rather than for “dialogue” purposes. 
That is, Ms. Tanaka re-purposed the material for pedagogical reasons as she judged that 
there would not be much benefit in practicing and memorizing dialogue for use in “real 
life” situations (personal communication, 10/1/2001). 
Almost all of the talk - except for the informal conversation at the beginning of 
the day - revolved around the day’s reading material. Usually, after introducing the topic 
in a given material - and, when appropriate, having the students talk about personal 
experiences related to the topic - Ms. Tanaka had her students read the reading material 
in a round-robin format. She then moved to a question-answer session in order to assess 
the students’ comprehension. It was usually the same few students who volunteered to 
answer her questions. The most vocal students who regularly answered were Ms. Lin and 
Ms. Danaj. They were the most linguistically strong and confident students in class. As 
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is often the case for any classroom - not just language classrooms - the students’ active, 
self-initiated participation signals their confidence. 
Ms. Zen and Ms. Eun were also active speakers in the class. Ms. Eun’s 
participation was often unique and noteworthy. She usually tried to speak in more 
complex sentences. Ms. Zen was linguistically as competent as Ms. Lin or Ms. Danaj. 
However, as she had joined the class at beginning of the second semester, her status as a 
“newcomer” to the classroom community seemed to prevent her from being overly vocal 
in the classroom. The rest of the students usually remained quiet and waited until they 
were personally called on by Ms. Tanaka. 
As the students read through the reading material, Ms. Tanaka highlighted new 
grammar points, vocabulary and idiomatic phrases, and explained their forms and usage 
in a mixture of Japanese and English. She regularly used the blackboard to aid her 
explanations. Ms. Tanaka wrote down the grammatical forms and example sentences on 
the blackboard. During these explanations, some students took notes while others just 
listened. She also wrote on the blackboard new words that were incidentally introduced 
over the course of classroom talk. Ms. Tanaka was very good at drawing pictures that 
were simple yet effective at describing concrete objects, a person’s feelings, or situations. 
Whenever she judged that some drawings might help students understand what was being 
talked about, or when she simply wanted to make them laugh, Ms. Tanaka quickly drew 
pictures on the blackboard (fieldnote, 3/26/2002). 
Ms. Tanaka often delivered a personal narrative in order to demonstrate Japanese 
cultural practices depicted in the reading materials. On the rare occasion when she was 
not sure about some Japanese cultural practices, she asked me for information or for my 
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opinions on the topic. I usually replied in a brief manner because I wanted to minimize 
my participation in the classroom (fieldnote, 4/8/2002). Ms. Tanaka usually responded to 
my comments positively and continued her lesson. 
Contrary to the apparent importance placed on “reading” in the classroom, writing 
seemed to be put aside as something that needed to be done at home as assignments. One 
rationale that is often mentioned for this practice in the field of FL education is-to use the 
limited class time for maximum oral interactions. That is, anything that can be done 
individually at home should not take up time and space within the classroom. Ms. 
Tanaka confirmed that she subscribed to this practice during our informal conversations 
(reconstructive note, 10/1/2001). 
For each unit, Ms. Tanaka asked the students to write a summary of one of the 
unit’s dialogues, and to complete the grammar exercises (in the form of sentence 
completions) provided in the textbook. She also asked them to write a short sakubun 
(composition) on the topic of the unit. There was also a weekly “dialogue journal” 
writing assignment. The stated purpose of the journal was to have a written conversation 
between Ms. Tanaka and each individual student on a topic of the student’s choosing 
(See Appendix A: The Course Syllabus). Ms. Tanaka never corrected the students’ 
journal entries but instead she always wrote back her questions and/or reactions to the 
students’ entries, or her experiences related to the topics that the students wrote about in 
their journals. Some students sometimes replied to Ms. Tanaka’s entries. Sometimes the 
written conversations between Ms. Tanaka and an individual student continued for a 
couple of weeks. Most of the time, however, the students chose an unrelated topic for the 
following week without addressing Ms. Tanaka’s previous questions or comments. It 
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appeared that the students did not take up the journal writing as “dialogue,” but. rather as 
a “monologue,” or just as another “writing exercise.” 
Another writing assignment was a formal essay that was used as the script for the 
final presentation at the end of the semester. Only for this formal essay, the students 
were required to write on Japanese composition paper (genkoo yooshi'). 
The types of writing that regularly existed in the classroom were quizzes and 
tests. Ms. Tanaka prepared two vocabulary quizzes and one kanji quiz for each unit of 
the textbook, and conducted a cumulative test for every two units. Occasionally, when 
Ms. Tanaka divided students into groups and had them prepare a group presentation on 
an assigned topic during the class, the students wrote down notes to themselves as an aide 
for the subsequent presentation (fieldnote, 2/18/2002). Except for their individual note¬ 
taking and preparations for the presentation, I did not observe any other occasions where 
the students used writing within the classroom. 
Ms. Tanaka regularly integrated a paired activity in the lesson in order to 
maximize the time for students to “practice” speaking. The students were asked to talk in 
pairs about personal experiences related to the topic introduced by the reading materials. 
They were also asked to collaboratively “find answers” in the reading material for Ms. 
Tanaka’s comprehension questions, or to recreate a dialogue or a role play similar to the 
one in the textbook. The paired activity was the liveliest period during the lesson; more 
often than not, the students code-mixed Japanese and English during the activity 
(fieldnote, 1/28/2002). 
Although the lesson usually ran smoothly following Ms. Tanaka’s lesson plan, I 
have recognized moments of tension where regular classroom practices were 
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momentarily disrupted resulting in diversions from Ms. Tanaka’s agenda. Five such 
moments - which I would call “critical moments” - caught my attention. In these 
moments, some students resisted what was represented in the reading material and voiced 
their concerns or reactions in a short and simple, yet rather assertive manner. Through 
the critical discourse analysis (CDA) I conducted on these moments, I began to realize 
that the students took - or attempted to take - an “oppositional stance” to the reading 
texts (Kramsch, 1993). There was competition between the students’ and the teacher’s 
discourses. I also noticed two other moments where diversions from Ms. Tanaka’s 
agenda occurred; yet no apparent tension manifested. I will discuss these two moments 
as “contrasting cases” to the five critical moments. 
Multiple Discourses on Literacy Shaping the Japanese II Classroom Practices 
In order to organize and make sense of classroom practices, both Ms. Tanaka and 
the students drew on the multiple discourses on language and literacy to which they had 
access. The major sources of these discourses were the assumptions and beliefs about 
language and literacy teaching (and learning) circulated within the field of FL education. 
They shaped and regulated what was considered as possible, valid, and ideal classroom 
literacy practices. Ms. Tanaka’s personal beliefs about language and literacy as well as 
those of the students were shaped by these discourses. At the same time, however, their 
personal beliefs and values shaped these dominant discourses creating unique local 
classroom practices. 
Professional Discourses 
As discussed in the literature review chapter, there are several views, assumptions 
and beliefs regarding the roles and functions of literacy that dominate the field of FL 
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education. With the current popularity of the proficiency-oriented approach and 
communicative language teaching, primacy of oral communication is often emphasized. 
As a result, literacy (or reading and writing) is of secondary importance, and in many 
cases, it is treated simply as an instrument to facilitate and develop oral communication 
skills. 
I will not repeat the discussions presented in the literature review chapter, but I 
will highlight the professional discourses that I have identified through fieldwork and 
interviews within the Japanese II classroom: 
• Literacy (reading and writing) as supplemental to oral communication 
• Literacy as a language exercise 
• Literacy used as means for skill integration 
• Literacy as a meaning-making process 
• Literacy achieved through behavior modification and habit formation 
Ms. Tanaka’s Beliefs about Language and Literacy (i.e., Reading & Writing) 
Ms. Tanaka said during the interview that her major teaching philosophy was not 
to be “authoritarian.” She equated that with “student-centered” pedagogy: 
I don’t want to be authoritarian. It’s hard... but I hope students learn 
through the interactions instead of me “teaching” them. It would be ideal 
if I don’t talk too much but facilitate the class based on the students’ own 
opinions and questions...I guess you can call it a student-centered 
teaching style. (Ms. Tanaka, interview, 5/18/2002) 
In response to my question regarding what she considered as “reading comprehension,” 
she said: 
Simply put, it is to read and understand the content of the material. But I 
think it can be boring. So what I try to do as much as possible is to 
integrate four skills [i.e., speaking, listening, reading and writing] into the 
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reading lesson. For example, I let them practice speaking based on what 
they have read. (Ms. Tanaka, interview, 5/18/2002) 
Ms. Tanaka repeatedly highlighted the link between literacy (reading & writing) and 
having “fun” and “pleasure”: 
Ultimately, the purpose of reading is to have fun. Like they enjoy 
conversing with a Japanese person, if they can have fun reading 
something, I think it’s good. As for writing, if they can express what they 
want to say, it would also give them a sense of pleasure. By being able to 
express what they want to say, they will be able to get a sense of 
satisfaction and accomplishment. (Ms. Tanaka, interview, 5/18/2002) • 
Ms. Tanaka said that she valued that both in speaking and in writing the students 
“challenge themselves by using newly learned linguistic patterns” and by “taking risks” 
and “not being afraid of making mistakes.” She further stated that “as long as their 
intended meaning is conveyed, the grammar mistakes or kanji mistakes are not that 
important.” 
All of these positions that Ms. Tanaka assumed reflected an “informed” five C’s 
perspective - communication, cultures, connections, comparisons and communities 
(National Standards in Foreign Language Project, 1999). Ms. Tanaka was clearly aware 
of the current professional discourses in FL education and subscribed to the values and 
assumptions promoted by those discourses. These were Ms. Tanaka’s “stated” 
(“official”) orientations for her curriculum. However, as it will be demonstrated by the 
CDA of the classroom discursive practices, “lived” (“observed”) curriculum may not 
necessarily always be in sync with the “stated” or “official” curriculum (Castanheira et. 
al., 2001). 
The Students’ Beliefs about Language and Literacy (i.e., Reading & Writing) 
It would be so wonderful to be able to sit down and converse with people 
without stuttering or resorting to Japlish...Reading and writing are kind of 
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by yourself sort of activities. Having a solitary activity has a value, but I 
think the ideal of the language is to be able to communicate with other 
persons. I think reading and writing are more indirect, but speaking and 
listening are more direct. If you do it right, you’ll have an instant 
feedback; you’ll have an instant glorification... (Ms. Eun, interview, 
4/15/2002) 
Ms. Eun and all the other students without exception stated that the ultimate goal of 
learning Japanese was to “be able to speak it fluently.” 
All students considered the act of reading as a language exercise in order to 
“reinforce and learn vocabulary, grammar and kanji.” The reading materials were 
thought to be an instrument - “a handy place” - to visually “show” linguistic elements 
such as vocabulary, grammar and kanji in context. Ms. Lin said “If you keep on reading 
it, if you keep seeing it, eventually you’ll learn” (interview, 4/3/2002). Her comment 
illuminates the importance of “repeated practice (i.e., training or exercise)” in order to 
learn these linguistic elements. Some students also said, “reading helps you speaking” 
because “you can apply what you’ve read to speaking.” These beliefs indicate that the 
students in this classroom are literate adults. They hold these beliefs based on their prior 
experience gained from their LI (and L2) literacies. 
Regarding the act of writing in Japanese, the students attributed three functions to 
it: Language exercises, self-expressions, and an assessment tool. First, they all viewed 
the act of writing as an exercise in order to “apply,” “review” and “reinforce” those 
grammatical structures, vocabulary, and kanji that they had already learned in class. 
They saw it as an opportunity to “learn new ones (i.e., grammar, vocabulary and kanji)” 
that they had not learned yet in order to write their own compositions. Second, they saw 
it as an opportunity to “learn” and “train” themselves “to express ideas and thoughts” 
systematically in a written form. Some students said that writing allowed them to be 
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“creative.” Third, some students mentioned its function as an assessment tool: “If you 
are able to write it correctly, it’s a good indication of how much I know” (Ms. Chen); and 
“if it’s written, mistakes are right there, so the teacher can make the corrections” (Ms. 
Lin). Some said writing was “more forgiving than speaking because you don’t need to 
automatically recall them (i.e., vocabulary and grammar)” (Ms. Eun) and allowed them to 
“take time and actually think things out” (Ms. Linsey). 
What resonates in Ms. Tanaka’s and the students’ comments is the primacy of 
oral communication. Strongly related to that is the instrumental view towards literacy. 
Literacy (i.e., reading and writing) is primarily considered as a technical tool to facilitate 
the acquisition of linguistic pieces such as vocabulary, kanji and grammar, which 
ultimately help in developing speaking skills. Looking at these beliefs in light of the 
professional discourses, it is clear that their beliefs are strongly shaped by the FL 
professional assumptions and values. At the same time, their beliefs support those 
assumptions. 
Regarding the content and function of the reading materials used in class, all of 
the students except two (Ms. Eun and Ms. Lin) took what was in the reading materials as 
“facts” and “information” about “Japanese culture and customs.” They believed that the 
reading materials were there to “teach how it [Japanese culture] is different from our 
culture here.” They found the materials “interesting” and “fun.” Ms. Eun and Ms. Lin, 
however, felt “uncomfortable” at times because of the depictions and representations of 
Japanese people/culture and American people/culture in the texts. 
I kind of felt uncomfortable when the authors used examples to draw 
conclusions about American students. Of course, I don’t question what 
they say about Japanese students. But since I have experience, I felt weird 
when they used this to say “American students do this and this and this,” 
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but it’s NOT. And so, then at the same time, I question whether they are 
really representing what’s really happening in Japan or whether they are 
just whipping to conclusions in the same way I feel they are about 
American students. Or, I don’t know, maybe I am not typical of the 
American students... But of course it did raise a lot of questions; it left me 
questioning whether they really know what they are talking about...So, 
now I think about it, I’m wondering if they are giving a skewed view of 
Japan., f Ms. Eun, interview, 4/15/2002) 
Sometimes the readings in the text that we are using kind of upsets me 
because it’s a little outdated. Because we are so politically conscious on 
this campus, it opens your eyes to a lot of different political issues...It 
rubs me because the writer is trying to keep pushing this image of who the 
Japanese are. So, the American students are like, “Okay, this is the 
Japanese people, like, they love playing baseball, they all are very kind,' 
you know, they are very polite. And they have, you know, these 
formalities like gift-giving, and there are certain roles you have to play, 
you know, there are social roles and etiquette that we need to follow.” I 
mean, I guess the tone of writing is kind of talking down on us, like this is 
what the Japanese are.. .1 just feel a lot of it is kind of propaganda. And, I 
don’t know... it makes me feel a little uncomfortable. (Ms. Lin, interview, 
4/3/2002) 
The observations made by these two students are very important. They are 
critically aware of the politics of textual representations. They are questioning such 
issues as textual authority and truth claims, and are critiquing or opposing essentialized 
representations of the Japanese and Americans and the perpetuation of stereotypes. 
I asked Ms. Lin if she thought it would be good to have a space for the students to 
discuss some of the concerns she raised. She replied: “No, because it’s not the point of 
the class.” As I further asked what she believed was the “point” of the class, she said, “it 
is for us to be able to comprehend what the guy [the author] is saying.” She didn’t think 
these concerns belonged to the language class “because it [the class] is not classified as 
sociology or politics.” Ms. Tanaka confirmed that she also shared Ms. Lin’s belief about 
the “point” of the class (Interview, 4/9/04). Issues raised by these students, therefore, did 
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not find an “official” way into the classroom. However, these concerns articulated by 
Ms. Eun and Ms. Lin manifested in the critical moments. 
Literacy Events in the Japanese II Classroom 
In the Japanese II class, there were numerous activities that constituted different 
types of literacy events. I am defining a “literacy event” as any instance in the classroom 
where the teacher and/or students foreground reading or writing to accomplish a task at 
hand for the purpose of learning Japanese language and literacy in the classroom. Often, 
each event had a clear beginning and an ending. The boundary of each event was usually 
marked by a shift in the topic. I am claiming that the literacy events in this classroom are 
constitutive as well as constituted by the broader notion of literacy practices in this 
classroom. 
After coding the fieldnotes, I broadly categorized literacy events into four types: 
“story-sharing,” “reading lesson,” “student presentation,” and “quiz/exam taking.” Each 
type of the literacy events consisted of a series of sub-events and/or activities. The 
“story-sharing” was a type of event where Ms. Tanaka facilitated a conversation on a 
topic of her choosing often at the beginning of the lesson. In such an event, Ms. Tanaka 
encouraged the students to share their personal stories on a given topic. Usually, there 
was no explicit “text” involved; however, literacy (or, reading and writing) was always a 
part of the event (Gee, personal communication, November 2003). In order to provide 
the necessary vocabulary and phrases for the students to develop their stories, Ms. 
Tanaka wrote new lexical items on the blackboard. The students actively used those 
words in telling their stories. The “story-sharing” served the purpose of learning new 
vocabulary, practicing speaking, and developing a sense of classroom community among 
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the members of the classroom. Through the “story-sharing,” the students and the teacher 
came to know each other, developed friendships, and established a sense of trust. 
The “reading lesson” consisted of numerous sub-events or activities. It usually 
involved: 1) an “experience sharing” by talking about personal experience on the topic of 
the reading material, 2) a “round-robin” reading of the material to practice the 
pronunciations of words, 3) Ms. Tanaka’s “lecture” on the grammar/vocabulary items 
and/or the sociocultural information introduced by the material, 4) a “question-answer 
session” to assess the students’ comprehension of the material, 5) a “paired activity” that 
was designed to have the students discuss the topic and/or practice using new - 
grammatical structures, and 6) a “whole class discussion” on the topic of the material. In 
this type of event, a reading material played a central role to facilitate each of the sub¬ 
events or activities. The “reading lesson” functioned as learning new vocabulary and 
grammar, as practicing speaking, practicing pronouncing words, facilitating the “literal 
comprehension” of a reading material and as learning the “cultural facts” that were 
depicted in the material. 
The “student presentation” was a special type of literacy event that entailed a 
series of preparations. There were two types of “student presentation”: an individual 
presentation and a group presentation. The individual presentation was a formal 
presentation conducted at the end of each semester. To prepare for the event, each 
student wrote an essay on a topic of her choice, revised it twice, and memorized it in 
order to be ready for the presentation. All the writing was done individually at home. 
For the first revision, the students revised the essay in response to Ms. Tanaka’s 
suggestions and coding that indicated errors. For the second revision, Ms. Tanaka 
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corrected all the remaining errors and awkward phrasings. Clearly, the focus on 
“accuracy” was emphasized, perhaps more so than gaining control over expressions. For 
the day of the presentations, each student was asked to prepare visuals - such as a 
vocabulary list, a poster, etc. - in order to help her classmates understand the 
presentation. Another task was to give a brief written feedback (either in Japanese or in 
English) to each presenter following the presentation. Ms. Tanaka formally evaluated 
(i.e., graded) the students’ presentations as a part of an oral exam. 
One of the goals of the event was to give the students a sense of accomplishment 
as to how much they have learned over the semester. Often, the students mentioned that 
the final presentation was the most rewarding experience during the year of their 
Japanese language learning. To achieve this, however, the time and effort put by Ms. 
Tanaka was immense. She took it upon herself to eliminate all errors that were present in 
the students’ essays. This literacy practice, therefore, also sent a message to the students 
that emphasized how much accuracy was important in writing essays. 
The group presentation was not as big an event as the formal individual 
presentations and was not graded. Usually, Ms. Tanaka assigned a small topic for the 
group presentation and the students worked as a group during the class to prepare for it. 
They usually wrote notes to themselves as a guide for speaking. 
The “quiz/exam taking” was a particular type of literacy event where the students 
were asked to demonstrate their knowledge and understanding of the lesson materials 
covered in class in writing. Vocabulary and kanji quizzes were conducted almost every 
other day. Each of the quizzes lasted no more than 10 minutes and their purpose was to 
“force” the students to memorize the new words. The lesson tests were more 
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comprehensive and lasted for the entire class hour (50 minutes). The students took a test 
at the end of every two units of the textbook. The tests consisted of listening questions, 
grammar questions, questions on the reading material studied in the units, and writing a 
short essay on a given topic. 
In this study, I analyzed only those literacy events that I categorized as “reading 
lesson” and as “story-sharing.” These types of literacy events heavily involved face-to- 
face interactions where literacy played a significant role. In the “reading lesson” event, 
the reading material played a central role for shaping the classroom interactions while in 
the “story-sharing” event, the role of literacy was implicit and more subtle. 
Unpacking the “Business as Usual”: Teacher/Institutional Discourses 
My reconstruction of the classroom scene in Japanese II at the beginning of this 
chapter may be quite familiar and “normal” to those of us who teach or have studied a 
foreign language in a college classroom context. For example, using reading material as 
an instrument for the purpose of teaching and learning pronunciation, grammar and 
vocabulary (and kanji in case of Japanese language) is a “naturalized” practice 
(Fairclough, 1992b) especially in a lower-level FL classroom. Those who have no 
experience studying a foreign language in a college classroom, however, might find such 
a practice as strange. They might feel that it is odd to read a story for the purpose of, for 
example, practicing the pronunciations of words or learning the use of different verb 
forms. These practices may be echoes of the past FL teaching practices such as the 
translation method that had a long history of prominence. Being able to “decode” and 
“recite” a written text regardless of comprehension was once - and, perhaps, is still - 
regarded as a sign that indicates literate behavior. 
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As natural as it may seem for those of us who are initiated into, and immersed in, 
the FL field, examining moment-by-moment interactions during literacy events on three 
dimensions - “text practice,” “discourse practice” and “social practice” - can help us 
investigate the discursive practices and their political and ideological work which have 
significant “social effects” (Fairclough, 1992b) in and out of the classroom. 
In this section, I will examine the “text” dimension and the “discourse” dimension 
of the teacher discourse that Ms. Tanaka regularly drew on in the classroom. The third 
dimension of the discourse analysis - “social practice” - will be discussed in the next 
section at the conclusion of the descriptions and analysis of the five “critical moments” 
and “contrasting cases” as they particularly illuminate the political and ideological work 
of the discourses. For the purpose of analysis, I will discuss and present the three 
dimensions of discourse analysis separately. By doing so, I am able to make visible how 
linguistic choices (“discourse”) shape and are shaped by larger institutional and societal 
discourses (“Discourses”). However, I should emphasize that, in reality, they are not 
experienced or perceived separately; they are in a dialectic relationship and mutually 
constituting. 
In conducting CDA (Fairclough, 1992b, 1995) on selected literacy events in the 
classroom, I drew on ethnographic and interview data in order to contextualize the events 
and to interpret their meanings. Ethnographic and interview data provided me with some 
insights into “member resources” (Fairclough, 1992b). “Member resources” are social 
resources that individuals bring with them to make sense and participate in any discursive 
events. They include the internalized social structures, norms, and conventions, 
including orders of discourse that have been constituted by past social practices 
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(Fairclough, 1992b). The participants’ utterances and conducts during the events are 
historically, socioculturally and discursively constructed. That is, they have intertextual 
links to past events as well as influences and consequences for future events. In order to 
understand the historical situatedness of utterances and overall interactions, ethnographic 
and interview data was truly essential. 
As I have discussed in the “Methodology” chapter, Fairclough (1992b, 1995) 
suggests that numerous aspects of discourse be examined in order to conduct his 3- 
dimensional model of CDA. For each domain analysis, I have selectively used 
Fairclough’s suggested analytical tools (i.e., aspects). I made a decision after my initial 
trials as to which tools seem to be most useful and appropriate to the particularity of my 
study. For “text practice,” I looked at “interactional control,” “cohesion,” “grammar (i.e., 
“transitivity,” ‘theme,’ and “modality”),” and “key words.” For “Discourse Practice,” I 
focused on “interdiscursivity,” “conditions of discourse practice,” and “manifest 
intertextuality (i.e., “discourse representation” and “presupposition”). For “Social 
Practice,” I mainly focused on “ideological and political effects of discourse.” 
Text Practice 
Through the CDA on samples of the classroom interactions (i.e., transcript data) 
during numerous literacy events, I identified general interactional patterns of the 
teacher’s discourse. The following scene from one literacy event serves as an example to 
demonstrate some of the salient features of “text practice” that are constructing and 
constructed by the teacher and the institutional discourses. 
In the following scene, the students had just finished the round-robin reading of a 
paragraph from a reading material that described three traditional gift-giving customs in 
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Japan. After a student finished reading the last sentence of the paragraph, Ms. Tanaka 
began the question-answer session in order to assess the students’ understanding of the 
“three types of gifts” described in the reading material. 
Example 1: “What are the three types of gifts in Japan?” fMs. Tanaka) 
1 Tanaka: hai, ii desu ne. 
okay good BE IP 
2 Ja, soko made. 
then there until 
3 Hai, purezento mittsu arimashita. 
okay present three existed 
4 Nan to nan to nan desu ka. 
what and what and what BE Q 
5 Danaj: Ochuugen. 
mid-year.gift 
6 Tanaka: Un, Ochuugen. 
right mid-year.gift 
7 Sorekara? 
and 
8 Zen: Oseebo. 
End-of-the-year.gift 
9 Tanaka: Un, oseebo. 
right end-of the-year.gift 
115 
10 Sorekara? 
and 
11 Duff: Oshoogatsu no purezento. 
new.year LK gift 
12 Tanaka: Hai, oshoogatsu no purezento wa nan to iimasu ka? 
okay new.year LK gift T what QT call Q 
13 Duff: Otoshidama. 
otoshidama 
14 Tanaka: Hai,ja, otoshidama wa don’na purezento desu ka? 
okay then otoshidama T what.kind gift BE Q 
15 Itsu dare ni agemasu ka? 
when who 10 give Q 
16 Jaa, Eun-san. 
then Ms. Eun 
17 Eun: futsuu, kodomo ya= 
usually child or 
18 Tanaka: =Un, itsu 
right when 
19 Eun: oh. veah. 
20 Oshoogatsu, kodomo ni okane no purezento o kashite*= 
((wrong verb choice)) 
new.year child IO money LK gift O rent and 
21 Tanaka; =to rent? 
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22 Eun: lie. 
no 
23 um...agemasu. 
give 
24 Tanaka: Un, soo desu ne. 
right so BE IP 
25 Kodomo ni okane no purezento o agemasu. 
child IO money LK gift O give 
Ms. Danaj, Ms. Zen and Ms. Duff responded quickly with one-word answers 
(lines 5, 8 & 11, respectively) to Ms. Tanaka’s question, “what are the three types of 
gifts?” They participated cooperatively in this drill-like, mechanical interaction. When 
Ms. Eun was personally called on, she began her response in a more elaborate manner 
(line 17). However, she was immediately interrupted by Ms. Tanaka (line 18) as she did 
not follow the order of Ms. Tanaka’s question: “when and to whom.” After Ms. Eun 
provided an answer that met Ms. Tanaka’s expectation, Ms. Tanaka gave an evaluative 
remark “un, soo desu ne (that’s right, isn’t it)” and repeated the last part of Ms. Eun’s 
utterance (line 25) to reinforce the answer. 
This short interaction exemplifies how Ms. Tanaka exercises interactional control 
in terms of topic (lines 3-4) and turn-taking (lines 7, 10 &16). She held the right to ask 
questions (lines 4, 7, 10, 12 & 14-15), to ask for clarifications (line 21), to evaluate (the 
use of “tm” in lines 6, 9 & 24), to interrupt (line 18) and to regulate students’ utterances 
regarding syntax, use of vocabulary (line 21), content (line 18), and what language to 
speak. The interactional structure was that of the teacher-led three-part sequence, often 
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referred to as Initiation-Response-Evaluation (I-R-E) (e.g., lines 4-5-6). The evaluation 
part of the sequence sometimes served as a follow-up (lineslO-11-12) or simply as an 
acknowledgement2. Most (in this particular example, all) of the questions that Ms 
Tanaka posed were close-ended questions (e.g., lines 4, 7, 10, 12, & 14-5) that evaluated 
the students’ “literal” comprehension of the reading material (line 24). These 
interactional patterns were taken for granted by both Ms. Tanaka and the students. As 
they effortlessly and collaboratively participated, these classroom discourse patterns 
constituted a literacy event that was co-constructed by Ms. Tanaka and the students. 
Ms. Tanaka and the students usually used a polite register (Ms. Tanaka’s use of a 
more casual register was observable, especially, when she made vocative sounds such as 
“m/i (right),” however). The students often used raising intonations at the end of their 
utterances as if asking for the teacher’s approval and showing deference by avoiding 
assertions. They also used them to signal when they needed help to complete their 
statements. On the other hand, Ms. Tanaka used raising intonations at the end of her 
utterances as a “cue” indicating that there was something wrong with a student’s answer 
or statement. She also used them as direct signals to encourage students to complete their 
statements. As is usually done in face-to-face native-speaker interactions, Ms. Tanaka 
often used the interactional particle “/ie”3 at the end of her statements (e.g., lines 1 & 24). 
The particle “m?” was used to frame her propositions as shared understandings and to 
actively promote the feeling of solidarity with students. All these features of discourse 
together helped both Ms. Tanaka and the students to represent themselves as relatively 
formal, yet friendly and cooperative participants in the classroom practices. 
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Discourse Practice 
Making Connections between Personal Experiences and Reading Texts 
The dominant discourses that Ms. Tanaka drew on were those of “communicative 
language teaching” and “FL literacy as language exercises.” With the notion of “learner- 
centeredness” as a core principle for “communicative language teaching,” Ms. Tanaka 
actively promoted a friendly, comfortable, unthreatening environment. The physical 
arrangement of the class - sitting in a circle - as well as the frequent classroom tasks of 
“paired work” helped contribute to the ideal of this discourse. During her interview, Ms. 
Tanaka described herself as an “energetic,” “funny,” “encouraging” and 
“unauthoritative” teacher. It was important for Ms. Tanaka to create a classroom 
environment where students were willing to take risks and actively and cooperatively 
participate in the pursuit of their own learning (Ms. Tanaka, personal communication, 
10/10/2003). 
In theory, communicative language teaching advocates the development of the 
“four skills (i.e., speaking, listening, reading and writing)” equally through the use of 
“authentic” language materials and the students’ engagement with them (Lee & 
VanPatten, 1995; Savignon & Berns, 1984, 1987); however, in practice, the oral 
communication “skill” is often privileged (e.g., Blyth, 2003; Patrikis, 2003). Thus, 
reading materials are often treated as instruments to introduce topics that can be used to 
“practice” speaking about personal experiences. 
Within the discourse of communicative language teaching, relating personal 
experiences to the topic in the materials is considered as important for several purposes. 
First and foremost, it provides an opportunity for students to practice speaking through 
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talking about issues that are relevant to them. Second, it helps the students activate 
background knowledge (or mental schemata) to think about the topic of the reading 
materials at hand using their own past and current experiences. Third, it helps create an 
unthreatening classroom environment (i.e., to lower the students’ “affective filter” 
(Kreshan, 1982)) because by sharing personal stories, the students may develop personal 
relationships with their peers in the classroom. 
In the following scene, Ms. Tanaka used the topic of the reading material, 
“Valentine’s Day,” to encourage the students to share their personal experiences and to 
have short conversations. Ms. Tanaka called on all students one after another and had 
them talk about their personal stories regarding their Valentine’s day that year. Bringing 
in personal experiences related to the topic and talking about them, thus, was valued and 
considered as a meaningful and legitimate discourse practice within the classroom. 
Example 2: “What did you do on Valentine’s day this year?” (Ms. Tanaka) 
1 Tanaka: Kyoo no topikku wa? 
today LK topic T 
2 Danaj: Barentain dee. 
valentine’s day 
3 Tanaka: Un, barentain dee desu ne. 
right valentine’s day BE IP 
4 Minasan, kotoshi no barentain dee ni nanika age-tari 
everyone this.year LK valentine’s day on something give-or 
morat-tari shimashita ka? 
receive-or did Q 
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5 Lin: lie. 
no 
6 Tanaka: Lin-san, iie? <laugh> 
Ms. Lin no 
7 A, soo desu ka. 
oh so BE Q 
8 Nanika age-tari morat-tari shita hito wa imasu ka? 
something give-or receive-or did person T exist Q 
9 Danaj: Ryooshin kara? 
parents from 
10 Tanaka:Un? Ryooshin kara nani o moraimashita ka? 
okay parents from what O received Q 
11 Danaj: hana o moraimashita. 
flower O received 
12 Tanaka:a, soo desu ka. 
oh so BE Q 
13 ii desu ne. 
nice BE IP 
14 yasashii goryooshin desu ne. 
kind parents BE IP 
15 hoka no hito wa? 
other LK person T 
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(Continues until all of the students share their experience: 36 more turns out of 60 turns 
in this phase) 
After making sure that the students understood the day’s topic, “Valentine’s day” 
(lines 1-3), Ms. Tanaka asked the students if they did anything on Valentine’s day in that 
year (line 4). Ms. Lin quickly said “No” in a manner as if to indicate self-pity (line 5). 
Ms. Tanaka reacted to Ms. Lin’s answer with a short laugh (line 7). She continued on 
eliciting some personal accounts from other students (line 8). In line 9, Ms. Danaj, rather 
hesitantly, began her own account by saying “from my parents.” Ms. Tanaka encouraged 
Ms. Danaj to complete her statement by posing a probing question (line 10). At the end, 
Ms. Tanaka made small reactive comments to Ms. Danaj’s statement (lines 12-14). She 
continued this question-answer pattern until all of the students shared their personal 
experience. 
One of the characteristics of this type of interaction is its highly predictable and 
mechanical communicative pattern. The dilemma that the teacher often faces in a 
situation such as this stems from wanting to include everyone in the event while being 
pressured by the limited amount of time. These interactions, therefore, tend to become 
what might be referred to as “pseudo-communication.” They allow for some level of 
personalization; however, at the same time, the students can anticipate ritualized 
exchanges if they are attentive to the preceding student’s contribution. In these 
interactions, the students are expected to conform to an established pattern. 
Reading Materials as Instruments for the Acquisition of Linguistic Elements 
A reading material was often used to facilitate the students’ acquisition of 
linguistic elements such as word pronunciations, vocabulary and grammatical structures. 
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a) Kanji reading (pronunciation): 
Drawing on the dominant discourse of “FL literacy as language exercise,” Ms. 
Tanaka emphasized and reinforced the correct reading (i.e., sounding) of words in the 
reading material - particularly kanji words - through the act of “reading out loud.” One 
student stated, “It is important to know the sounds of kanji because we read them in class 
out loud. It wouldn’t necessarily be that important if we don’t read out loud in class” 
(Ms. Duff, Interview, 4/9/02). Ms. Duff’s comment highlights the importance of 
sounding kanji correctly as an institutionally ratified practice. It is important for students 
to be able to sound out kanji particularly the basic ones introduced in the textbook. 
However, in some cases, one can read and understand a reading material without 
knowing the “correct” kanji soundings. Strong emphasis and value placed on the correct 
sound of kanji could be thus viewed as a practice particular to a Japanese language 
classroom. 
The technique of “reading out loud” gives the teacher a chance to correct the 
students’ reading (sounding) of words as shown in the next example. Ms. Tanaka also 
stated that another purpose of the practice of “reading out loud” was to monitor if the 
students were able to recognize individual words and to separate phrases4 (Interview, 
4/9/2004). The everyday practice of “reading out loud” can also function as a behavior 
modification technique. It helps the students to develop “automaticity” by training them 
to quickly connect the written symbols to sounds. 
In the following short exchange, Ms. Key was reading a line from a dialogue 
between an American student and a Japanese student who is trying to recruit the 
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American student to join a club on a college campus. As Ms. Key was having difficulties 
in reading (sounding) kanji words, Ms. Tanaka helped her read them correctly. 
Example 3: “It’s not ‘everyday.’” (Ms. Tanaka') 
(During the round robin reading of a dialogue) 
1 Key: “ryuugakusee mo mainichi*” ((wrong sounding of a kanji word)) 
exchange.student too everyday 
2 Tanaka: mainichi ja-nai yo. 
everyday is-not IP 
3 Key: are, “kyoo*, kyoo wa” ((self-corrects the sounding)) 
well today today T 
4 Tanaka: kyoo 
today 
5 Key: “kyoo san’-nin ita* no yo.” ((wrong choice of a kanji sounding)) 
today three-people enter NOM IP 
6 Tanaka: un, “haitta* no yo.” ((corrects the kanji sounding)) 
right enter NOM IP 
7 Key: “haitta no yo.” 
enter NOM IP 
First, in line 1, Ms. Key misread the kanji word “today” as “everyday5.” Ms. 
Tanaka told Ms. Key that it was wrong (line 2) which prompted Ms. Key to self-correct 
the sound of the word (line 3). In line 4, Ms. Tanaka reinforced the correct sound by 
echoing Ms. Key. Again in line 5, Ms. Key misread the kanji word “to join/to enter” and 
was corrected by Ms. Tanaka (line 6). This practice of “correcting sound” was often 
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conducted because of the teacher’s concern for preventing other students (i.e., listeners) 
from learning the incorrect sounds through the “wrong input.” Ms. Key’s incorrect 
sounding of the kanji word “to join” was subsequently used by Ms. Tanaka to give a 
review to the whole class on the difference between transitive and intransitive verbs 
(shown in the next example). 
b) Vocabulary and Grammar: 
In the following scene (which is a continuation from Example 3 above), Ms. 
Tanaka highlighted two vocabulary words tankenbu, exploration club” and “mujintoo, 
uninhibited island”) in order to assess the students’ understanding of word meanings. The 
students’ answers to Ms. Tanaka’s vocabulary questions were, then, strategically used to 
conduct grammar and kanji lessons. 
Example 4: “Let me do a kanii lesson.” (Ms. Tanaka ) 
1 Tanaka: Tankenbu tte nani o suru kurabu desu ka? 
exploration.club QT what O do club BE Q 
2 Tankenbu wa don’na koto o shimasu ka? 
exploration.club T what.kind thing O do Q 
3 nani o shimasu ka? tankenbu de. 
what O do Q exploration.club in 
4 Lin: mujintoo ya dookutsu ni hairimasu. 
uninhabited.island or cave IO enter 
5 Tanaka: mujintoo ya dookutsu ni ikimasu. 
uninhabited.island or cave IO go 
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6 a, soo ne, chotto kanji ne. 
ah so IP little kanji IP 
7 minasan, kore, ki-o tsukete kudasai ne. 
everyone this.one be.careful please IP 
8 Hai, kore wa nan’ desu ka? (writes the kanji word “enter” on the board) 
okay this.one T what BE Q 
9 Ss: hairu. 
enter 
10 Tanaka:un, hairu. 
right enter 
11 Kore wa? (writes the kanji word “to put in” on the board) 
this.one T 
12 Ss: ireru. 
put.in 
13 Tanaka:un, ireru. 
right put.in 
14 Onaji kanji desu ne. 
same kanji BE IP 
15 Dakedo. transitive, intransitive chigaimasu. 
but different 
16 Kocchi wa. transitive, intransitive docchi desu ka? 
this.one T which BE Q 
(continues) 
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73 Tanakaihai, mujintoo tte nan’ desu ka? 
okay uninhabited.island QT what BE Q 
74 jaa, Duff-san. 
then Ms. Duff 
75 Duff: a, a, wakarimasen. 
ah ah understand.not 
76 Tanaka: wakarimasen? 
understand.not 
77 ja, Chen-san, mujintoo tte nan’ desu ka? 
then Ms. Chen uninhabited.island QT what BE Q 
78 Chen: hito no sun’deinai shima desu. 
people LK live.not island BE 
79 Tanaka: un, soo desu ne. 
right so BE IP 
80 matawa, nani nani to iu no wa, nani nani no koto desu. 
or something something QT say LK T something something LK NOM BE 
81 kore wa meeshi no toki ne. 
this T noun LK case IP 
82 de, verb no toki wa, nani nani koto desu. 
and LK case T something something NOM BE 
83 hai, dakara, mujintoo tte iu no wa hito ga sun’deinai shima no 
okay so uninhabited.island QT call LKT people S live.not island LK 
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koto desu. 
NOMBE 
In line 1, Ms. Tanaka asked the students what a “tankenbu” does. Ms. Lin 
voluntarily responded to the question (line 4). Ms. Tanaka subtly modified Ms. Lin’s 
answer regarding the choice of the verb (i.e., from “to enter” to “to go”) to one that fits 
better in the statement (line 5). Then, Ms. Tanaka conducted a mini lesson on different 
kanji reading (sounding) for the same kanji when used as transitive and intransitive verbs 
(lines 6-16). Similarly, in line 73, Ms. Tanaka asked the students what is “mujintoo.” 
Ms. Chen’s answer to the question (line 78) was, then, used as a grammar lesson (lines 
80-83). 
During the grammar lesson, Ms. Tanaka used English words to name a part of 
speech (i.e., “transitive,” “intransitive” and “verb”) (lines 15, 16 & 82 respectively). One 
interpretation for her use of English would be that Ms. Tanaka switched to English to 
emphasize the importance of the lesson. However, in this case, based on my knowledge 
regarding the students’ repertoire of Japanese lexical items, I know that Ms. Tanaka used 
English words simply because the students did not know the Japanese words for them. 
In this interaction, we can observe that the discourse of “reading as language 
exercise” shapes the roles of reading materials as means to reinforce and assess the 
students’ understanding of kanji (lines 6, 8, 11, & 14-15), vocabulary (lines 1-3, 73 & 77) 
and grammatical structures (lines 80-83). As shown in the above, the discourse of 
“reading as language exercise” promotes the view that a reading material is mainly an 
instrument to demonstrate the use of kanji, vocabulary and grammatical structures. This 
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discourse also promotes the view that the act of reading is, for the most part, to learn 
these elements of language. 
“Reading” Defined as “Literal Comprehension” & Reinforcement of Textual 
Authority 
As was explicitly stated by Ms. Tanaka in her definition of “reading 
comprehension,” “literal” comprehension was strongly enforced in the classroom 
practices. In the following scene, after reading about a comparison between American 
students and Japanese students, Ms. Tanaka asked the students to “extract” from the 
reading material information on some of the characteristics of American college life and 
how it differs from Japanese college life. Ms. Zen and Ms. Danaj responded to Ms. 
Tanaka’s question but were challenged by Ms. Tanaka because their answers deviated 
from what was explicitly written in the original reading material. 
Example 5: “Let’s talk only about the things that are written here,” (Ms. Tanaka) 
1 Tanaka: Hissha ni-yoru-to, hai, mazu, amerika no daigaku wa mazu 
author according okay first.of.all America LK college T fist.of.all 
don’na koto ga arimasu ka? 
What.kind thing S exist Q 
2 Zen: Amerika no sensee wa kibishii desu. 
America LK teacher T strict BE 
3 Tanaka: un, kibishii desu. 
right strict BE 
4 Sensee, sensee ga kibishii kana? 
Teacher, teacher S strict I wonder 
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5 Kono saisho no tokoro, hai, “shikashi daigaku ni haitte kara wa, 
this.one beginning LK place okay but college 10 enter since T 
amerika no hoo ga zutto kibishii” to kaite-arimasu ne. 
America LK side S by.far strict/difficult QT written-is IP 
6 Sensee ga kibishii no kana? 
teacher S strict LK I wonder 
7 Soretomo, zenbu deshoo ka. 
or everything BE-tent Q 
8 S?: seekatsu zenbu ga kibishii. 
life everything T strict 
9 Tanaka: un, soo desu ne. 
right so BE IP 
10 kibishii tte iu no wa, seekatsu ga kibishii. 
strict QT say LK T life S strict 
(continues) 
28 Tanaka:hai, hoka-ni wa? 
okay other.thing T 
29 nihon no daigaku to don’na tokoro ga chigaimashita ka? 
Japan IP college and what.kind aspect S different.was Q 
30 Danaj: mainichi, jugyoo ni ika-nakuchaikemasen. 
everyday class IO go.must 
(continues) 
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37 Tanaka:amerika desu ka? 
America BE Q 
38 Danaj: hai. 
yes 
39 Tanaka:kaite-arimasu ka? 
written-is Q 
40 Danaj: hai 
yes 
41 Tanaka: Doko kana? 
where I wonder 
42 Danaj: Maybe I’m inferring. <laugh> 
43 Tanaka:un, kokoni, minasan, iron’na koto yoku shittemasu kedo ne, koko ni kaite-aru 
right here everyone various thing well know but IP here at written-is 
koto ne. 
thing IP 
44 koko ni kaite-aru koto dake, chotto itte-mimashoo. 
here at written- is thing only a.little say-try 
45 Risuto shite kudasai. 
list do please 
In this scene, first, Ms. Tanaka asked, “Hissha niyoru to,... amerika no daigaku 
wa main don’na koto ga arimasu ka (According to the author, what [characteristics] are 
there in a university in the US?)” (line 1). In response to the question, Ms. Zen answered 
“Amerika no sensee wa kibishii desu (American teachers are strict)” (line 2). The 
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original reading material states that, “...daigaku ni haitte kara wa, amerika no hoo ga 
zutto kibishii (after entering college, America is much harder)” (line 5)6. The original 
sentence itself is somewhat ambiguous because it does not explicitly state what aspect of 
“America” the sentence is about. However, interpreting from what is described in the 
previous paragraph (it is about the “life” of American high school students), the most 
“preferred” reading would be to interpret the sentence as about “life” in colleges. Ms. 
Zen’s interpretation of the sentence is, therefore, possible but unlikely in this context. 
Consequently, Ms. Tanaka, by reading that particular sentence from the reading material, 
asked the class whether it was the teacher or life in general that was described as “harder” 
(lines 6 & 7). 
Similarly, Ms. Danaj’s response, “mainichi jugyoo ni ikanakucha ikemasen 
(students have to go to class everyday)” (line 30) to Ms. Tanaka’s question “nihon no 
daigaku to don’ na tokoro ga chigaimasu ka (what are some of the things in which 
American colleges differ from Japanese colleges?)” was challenged by Ms. Tanaka’s 
follow-up questions: “kaite arimasu ka (Is it written?)” (line 39) and “doko kana (I 
wonder where?)” (line 41). The original written text does not explicitly state that 
“American students have to go to class everyday”; however, instead, it states that 
“ ...sensee ga jugyoo o yasumu koto nado hotondo nai. Nihon no daigaku de wa, mazu 
sensee ga yoku yasumu (teachers [in US colleges] rarely cancel classes. In Japanese 
colleges, teachers often cancel them)” (Miura & McGloin, 1994, p.98). In other words, 
although Ms. Danaj’s answer was not explicitly textualized in the original reading 
material, it is a highly possible interpretation of the text. After Ms. Danaj admitted that it 
was not stated in the reading material by saying, “maybe I’m inferring” (line 42), Ms. 
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Tanaka emphasized what she wanted for answers “koko ni kaite aru koto ne...koko ni 
kaite aru koto dake chotto itte kudasai (only what is written here)” (lines 43 & 44). 
Both Ms. Zen and Ms. Danaj interpreted the reading material by filling the 
ambiguity with their own life experiences and world knowledge. This skill - “reading 
between the lines” - is a highly useful and necessary one for students when engaging 
ambiguous texts. However, it is not valued or encouraged within the classroom. The 
discourse of “reading as literal comprehension” thus promotes and ratifies a view that 
meaning is located within the text. 
This interaction highlights the view that the goal of reading in the classroom is 
foremost to achieve “literal” comprehension. That is, the students are often not allowed 
to make an inference based on what they have read. This feature of the discourse is 
somewhat contradictory with the point discussed earlier where the students’ personal 
experiences and knowledge about the topic is appreciated and promoted. In order for the 
students to participate in a classroom discourse successfully, it is important for them to 
know the rules that are specific to a particular event or context in terms of when and how 
personal knowledge can be drawn upon when engaging reading materials. 
The discourse of “reading as language exercise,” therefore, defines the “point” of 
reading in a foreign language class as literal comprehension. One might argue that 
“literal” comprehension is the necessary foundation in order to build any other types of 
comprehension, such as “inferential,” “critical” or “evaluative,” and “appreciative” 
comprehension. One might further argue that these other types of “comprehension” 
could be reserved for a later stage of language learning. However, I would argue that 
without a discussion on how m/sreadings occur, and without an appreciation and 
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encouragement for other types of reading comprehension from the earliest stage of 
literacy learning, we cannot help students develop such crucially important skills (Luke, 
1995; Luke & Freebody, 1997). 
The discourse of “reading as language exercise” also reinforces the idea of 
deference to the textual information by restricting the talk around the reading material 
mainly to the information that is textualized. This discourse, therefore, positions students 
as consumers of such information. Ms. Duff states, “It [a reading material in class] gives 
you information. ...It’s like ‘here is a story and understand it’” (Interview, Ms. Duff, 
4/9/02). The information that the reading material provides is often regarded as “truth” 
about Japanese culture. 
What we can see by “unpacking” the regular classroom practices is that, for the 
most part, there is synchronicity among the dominant FL professional discourses, and 
Ms. Tanaka’s and the students’ beliefs and conducts. However, one of Ms. Tanaka’s 
“stated” values, the importance of communicating meaning rather than grammar or 
pronunciation accuracy, was minimally practiced in the classroom. In the examples 
above, accuracy was given much more importance. This gap might be due to the relative 
power of FL professional discourses in relation to Ms. Tanaka’s personal, aspired values 
and views toward language and literacy learning. 
Critical Moments: 
Interplay among Texts. Students* Identities and Teacher’s Discourses 
In order to identify the “moments of tension” during literacy events, I defined 
them as any moments that are outside of the teacher’s agenda which are observable 
through shifts in one’s linguistic and/or physical behaviors. I identified these shifts as 
code-switching between Japanese and English, register shifts (e.g., formal vs. casual 
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language), sudden topic shifts or topic introductions, and shifts in the traditional power 
dynamics in the classroom discursive practices. Although the occurrence of these 
moments is infrequent, they deserve special attention because they are part of the daily 
life of classes and have a significant impact on the students’ construction of knowledge, 
self and their relations to each other. These moment are also ways to confirm what is 
considered typical as they interrupt the flow of what seems to be “normal.” As 
Fairclough (1992b) argues, these moments - “cruces” is the term he uses - “make visible 
aspects of practices which might normally be naturalized, and therefore difficult to 
notice; but they also show change in process, the actual ways in which people deal with 
the problematization of practices” (p.230). 
Most of the time in the Japanese II classroom, the students went along with the 
dominant discourses discussed above (i.e., the professional discourses) that Ms. Tanaka 
drew on in order to organize and conduct the literacy events. However, when the texts’ 
(i.e., reading materials used in class) or Ms. Tanaka’s representations of reality or truth 
challenged the students’ ideas of who they are (identity) and what is true or real for them 
(ontology), the students resisted such representations and “disrupted” the dominant 
classroom discourse by drawing on “counter-discourses.” Similarly, when the students’ 
counter-discourses challenged Ms. Tanaka’s ideas of reality or truth (ontology) and her 
identity, she resisted taking up those discourses and tried to “normalize” the moments by 
deflecting the issues at hand and by withdrawing from the “intersection of the discourses” 
or “discourse clashes” rather than facilitating a dialogue between competing discourses 
(Brodkey, 1996). If students continue pushing counter-discourses beyond the limit where 
the teacher deems tolerable, they usually run the risk of being labeled as simply 
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displaying “bad behaviors.” Hierarchical power relations in many classrooms privilege 
the teacher’s discourse. As Weedon (1999) states: 
The competing discourses which constitute the discursive field are 
equivalent neither in their explanatory power nor in their effects. Nor 
do their truth claims enjoy equal status. They are hierarchized by the 
relations of power which inhere within discursive fields, privileging 
some versions and voices over others, (p. 108) 
The moments of tension manifested in both Ms. Tanaka and the students 
struggling to defend what they believed as true (in terms of their multiple subjectivities) 
and attempting to represent themselves in “mostly satisfying” or “positive” ways 
(Brodkey, 1996). Shifting subjectivities and the struggle to inhabit ideal subject positions 
against textual representations triggered the moments of tension in the Japanese II 
classroom that was otherwise harmonious and cooperative. As Brodkey and Fine (1996) 
theorize: 
We are presumably most attracted to discourses that promise to 
represent us to ourselves and others as empowered subjects - as the 
agents who speak the discourse rather than the objectified subjects of 
which it speaks, (p.l 18) 
Resistance - or the introduction of the counter-discourses - was always initiated 
by the students. No matter how friendly and “unauthoritative” Ms. Tanaka presented 
herself as, institutional power was assigned to her, therefore, she was positioned as the 
ultimate authority. Thus, the teacher’s discourse permeated the discursive field within 
the classroom. The very presence of the teacher’s discourse evoked the students’ 
“alternative” or “counter” discourses. Topics that triggered conflicts - therefore, 
resistance - for Ms. Tanaka were related to sociopolitical and ideological issues. In many 
occasions, the students attempted to raise such issues when the reading materials invoked 
those issues. 
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In the following, I will describe five “critical moments” in order to demonstrate 
how the moments of tension came into being, how the students and the teacher negotiated 
their identity and ontology, and how the moments were ended. I will also describe two 
additional moments - which I call “contrasting cases” - where I observed the discursive 
shift from the (dominant) teacher discourse to that of the students, yet there was no 
apparent tension during the interactions. In these instances, even though the student- 
initiated interactions were not part of the teacher’s agenda and the discursive features 
diverged from that of the teacher or institutional discourse, the topic did not challenge 
anyone’s identity and therefore there was no tension or resistance. The topics that were 
raised in these events were those that remained on a friendly terrain. These two moments 
help support my argument that it is not the discursive shift (i.e., the shift in power 
relations) per se that causes the moments of tension but it is the struggle for both Ms. 
Tanaka and the students to represent themselves in a “positive way” in accordance with 
their identities and worldviews. 
Critical Moment 1 (February 12, 2002): 
“That’s sexism, isn’t it?” (Ms. Danaj) 
This critical moment occurred in the third week into the second semester. In this 
literacy event, the reading material for the lesson was a dialogue from the textbook. The 
dialogue was about two Japanese students - one male and one female - trying to recruit 
an American exchange student to the “exploration” club on a college campus. Ms. 
Tanaka assigned three students to read each role in the dialogue. In the dialogue, the 
male student and the female student stereotypically used different gendered linguistic 
options. After the students read through the dialogue, Ms. Tanaka posed several 
questions to assess the students’ understanding of the content of the dialogue. She also 
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asked a few questions on word meanings (e.g., “gakusee kaikan, a student center,” 
“saakuru katsudoo, an extracurricular activity” and “konpa, a student party”). 
What triggered the critical moment in this event appeared to be Ms. Danaj’s 
“feminist” subjectivity in response to the textbook’s usage of different gendered 
linguistic terms as well as to Ms. Tanaka’s discursive moves as a mediator between the 
text (the reading material) and the students. In the following, we will see that Ms. 
Tanaka’s instructional goal of “testing” the students’ knowledge about the linguistic rule 
was disrupted momentarily by Ms. Danaj’s simple, yet assertive comment about the 
linguistic rule. Consequently, this created a moment of tension for Ms. Tanaka. In order 
to avoid dealing with possibly the conflictive nature of the topic (i.e., “sexism” in Japan), 
Ms. Tanaka did not address the topic and ended the critical moment. 
[Beginning] “Men’s and women’s language are different, right?” (Ms. Tanaka) 
At the end of the day’s lesson, Ms. Tanaka directed the students’ attention to the 
different language choices used by the male student and the female student in the 
dialogue. 
1 Tanaka: (to class) ja, kore, kono saigo, sono gakusee A to B, otoko no hito to 
then this.one here last.part that student A and B man LK person and 
on’na no hito, kotoba ga chigaimasu ne. 
woman LK person language S different IP 
2 Daijoobu desu ka. 
all. right BE Q 
3 Tatoeba, eeto, ichiban chigau no wa, hai, gakusee A ga “ooi, 
for.example well most different NOM T okay student A S ooi (hey) 
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eego no sensee” to iimashita ne. 
English LK teacher QT said IP 
4 “ooi” to ill no wa, maa, otoko no hito ga yoku tsukaimasu. 
ooi QT say LK T well man LK person S often use 
5 On’na no hito dattara nan’ te iu deshoo ne? koo, koe-o kakeru toki. 
woman LK person if.was what QT say I.wonder IP like speak.to when 
6 Nan’ to iimasu ka? on’na no hito. 
what QT say Q woman LK person 
7 Otoko no hito wa, “chotto, oi” tte iimasu kedo. 
man LK person T chotto oi QT say but 
8 Oboeteru kana? 
remember I.wonder 
(Ms. Danaj raises her hand slightly) 
9 Danaj-san? 
Ms. Danaj 
10 Danaj: “Ooi” to tukaimasen ka? 
ooi QT use.not Q 
11 Tanaka: On’na no hito wa amari tsukawanai to omoimasu. 
woman LK person T much use.not QT I.think 
12 Un. 
yeah 
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Text Practice 
In this scene, Ms. Tanaka highlighted different gendered linguistic choices (line 
1) and asked the students what would be the appropriate way of saying the script for the 
male part as a woman (lines 5 & 6). By asking the student “daijoobu desu ka (Is it all 
right?)” (line 2) and “oboeteru kana (I wonder if you remember?)” (line 8), Ms. Tanaka 
encouraged the students to recall the different lexical options for male and female that 
they studied previously. Ms. Tanaka asked what she assumed the students already knew; 
in essence, she was “testing” the students’ knowledge of earlier information about lexical 
options. Responding to Ms. Tanaka’s question (line 6), Ms. Danaj raised her hand and 
asked for clarification whether or not women do not use the word, “ooi (hey)” (line 10). 
Ms. Tanaka responded to Ms. Danaj by saying, “on ’na no hito wa arnari tsukawanai to 
omoimasu (women don’t use it much, I think)” (line 11) and gave herself a self-agreeing 
response, “un (yeah)” (line 12). 
In terms of the interactional control, Ms. Tanaka, as a teacher, had the right to 
choose what linguistic topic should be the focus of the lesson and to set the stage for 
discussion. Ms. Tanaka began this scene with relative confidence in claiming that “oo/” 
is a word that men often use (line 4). Her confidence was demonstrated in the way she 
constructed statements in the present tense, simple declarative sentences without any 
subjective modalities (lines 4 & 7). Then she positioned women (in general) in 
opposition to men and asked what was the appropriate linguistic option for women (lines 
5 & 6). When Ms. Danaj questioned the truthfulness of Ms. Tanaka’s statement (line 10), 
Ms. Tanaka adjusted her proposition to a more subjective one by adding “I think” (line 
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11). Ms. Danaj’s spontaneous question seemed to have alerted Ms. Tanaka to her 
categorical assertions. 
Discourse Practice 
In this interaction, drawing on the discourse of FL classroom learning, Ms. 
Tanaka signaled that the issue of different gendered linguistic options was an important 
linguistic rule with which the students should be familiar. Ms. Tanaka took up the 
discourse of “standard” language and presented a prescribed view of gendered linguistic 
terms as is commonly done in Japanese language textbooks. 
[Problematizing gendered language practices] “It’s sexism, isn’t it?” (Ms. Danaj) 
Immediately following the above scene, Ms. Danaj remarked, “sexism desu ne 
(it’s sexism, isn’t it?).” Ms. Tanaka appeared to be a little taken aback by the comment. 
Nevertheless, she replied to Ms. Danaj by saying “soo kamo shiremasen ne (it maybe 
so)” with a short giggle. 
13 Danaj: Sexism desu ne. 
sexism BE IP 
14 Tanaka: <giggle> Soo kamoshiremasen ne. 
so may.be IP 
15 On’na no hito wa “nee, nee” tte iu koto ga ooi desu ne. 
woman LK person T nee nee QT say NOM S frequent BE IP 
16 Otoko no hito wa “ooi.” 
man LK person T ooi 
17 On’na no hito wa “nee.” 
woman LK person T nee 
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18 Hai 
okay 
Text Practice 
As Ms. Danaj labeled such practice as “sexism” (line 13), Ms. Tanaka giggled a 
little, acknowledged Ms. Danaj’s comment and quickly provided an answer to her own 
question (lines 15-17). Ms. Tanaka’s response “soo kamo shiremasen ne (that may be 
so)” reflected her uncommitted stance regarding the issue raised by Ms. Danaj. Ms. 
Tanaka’s nervous laughter (giggle) and hastiness to end the exchange by offering an 
answer to her own question seem to indicate that she did not feel comfortable to continue 
discussing the possible “sexism” viewpoint of this issue. Her utterance, “hai, (okay)” 
(line 18) functioned as a closure to this short exchange and a signal to move forward to 
the next phase. 
Discourse Practice 
By labeling the different gendered linguistic options as “sexism,” Ms. Danaj 
asserted her subjectivity as a feminist. Drawing on one form of Western feminist 
discourses (liberal feminist discourse) that was available to her, Ms. Danaj interpreted the 
existence of different linguistic options for men and for women as an indication of sexism 
in Japan. Her comment, in turn, caused tension for Ms. Tanaka, and she resisted taking 
up the topic raised by Ms. Danaj. 
By not taking up the topic and quickly ending the interaction, Ms. Tanaka was 
implicitly regulating what topics can (and cannot) be talked about within the classroom. 
Even though the issue of different gendered linguistic options was put on the floor by Ms. 
Tanaka, the social and political implications or interpretations of such language practice 
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was not the direction that Ms. Tanaka was willing to take. In this moment, the discourse 
of FL classroom learning “disciplined” the students and reinforced the point that their 
role (in this particular context) was to learn the linguistic “rules” and “facts,” rather than 
to question or critique them. 
[Ending] “How would YOU, as a woman, finish the sentence?” (Ms. Tanaka) 
Following the above scene, Ms. Tanaka highlighted another line from the 
dialogue as an example of male speech pattern and asked the class again what would be 
an “appropriate” way to say the equivalent as a woman. 
19 Sorekara, “dookutu wa eego de nan’ to iu n’ dai.” 
and cave T English in what QT say NOM dai (IP) 
20 “nani nani dai” tte iu no mo, 
something something dai QT say NOM too 
kore, otoko no hito no koto ga ooi desu. 
this.one man LK person NOM occasion S frequent BE 
21 ja, minasan wa nan’ te ittara ii deshoo nee. 
then you/everyone T what QT if.say.was good BE-tent IP 
22 Nanika aidea arimasu ka. 
something idea exist Q 
23 “Dookutsu wa nan’ te? nan’ te”? 
cave T what QT what QT 
24 How would you finish the sentence? 
25 Lin: iu no? 
say no (IP) 
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26 Tanaka: Un. 
right 
27 “nan’ te iu no” tte ieba ii desu ne. 
what QT say no (IP) QT say.if good BE IP 
28 “nan’ te iu no?” 
what QT say no (IP) 
29 Hai, ii ne. 
okay good IP 
30 Ja, soko nani-ka shitsumon arimasu ka? minasan. 
then there something question exist Q everyone 
31 Sono bun, sono kaiwa. 
that sentence that dialogue 
32 Ii? 
okay 
Text Practice 
In this scene, Ms. Tanaka’s efforts to elicit an answer from the students were 
highly observable. Her question in line 21, “nan’te ittara iideshoo nee," itself could be 
interpreted as a cue for an answer to the very question. Another effort is seen in line 23 
where she repeatedly said “nan’ te? nan’ te?" She further encouraged the students to 
respond by posing a question in English (line 24). In response to Ms. Tanaka’s repeated 
attempts, Ms. Lin successfully completed (line 25) Ms. Tanaka’s incomplete statements 
in line 23. Ms. Tanaka gave Ms. Lin an approving remark and emphasized the phrase by 
modeling it twice with an overly feminine tone of voice (lines 27 & 28). 
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In this scene, the way Ms. Tanaka pointed out the male lexical option was more 
cautious and tentative than in her previous statements in the beginning phase. In the 
beginning phase, when pointing out the male speech pattern, she made the following 
categorical statements in simple declarative sentences such as “otoko no hito ga yoku 
tsukai masu (men often use)” (line 4) and “otoko no hito wa iimasu (men say)” (line 7). 
In this scene, however, the statement she used was “otoko no hito no koto ga ooi desu 
(often it is used by men)” (line 20). It seemed that the previous exchanges with Ms. 
Danaj influenced the way Ms. Tanaka framed her proposition. There are two possible 
interpretations for this shift in her discursive acts. One, Ms. Tanaka might have 
recognized that the gendered linguistic options are not as definite and fixed as the 
textbook explanations - or, as her previous presentation. Two, she wanted to avoid 
another moment of tension that could possibly be raised by the students. I think the 
second interpretation is more likely as she did not engage the students in discussion 
around the issue of the “fuzzy” boundary between male and female gendered linguistic 
options. 
Also, what is noteworthy in this scene in comparison to the beginning phase is the 
fact that Ms. Tanaka shifted the subject of questions from the general category of 
“women” to the students, “you.” In the beginning phase, Ms. Tanaka framed the 
questions as: “On’na no hito dattara nan’te iu de shoo ne (if it is a woman, what will 
[she1 say?)” (line 5) and “Nan’to ii masu ka, on’na no hitol (what does [she] say, as a 
woman?” (line 6). In this scene, however, Ms. Tanaka’s questions were framed as: 
“Minasan wa nan’te ittara iideshoo nee (As for youleveryone, what would be appropriate 
to say?)” (line 21) and “How would you finish the sentence?” (said in English) (line 24). 
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In the beginning phase, because the questions were posed with the third person (a 
woman or women) as the subject of the sentence, there was a room for the students not to 
take up the position of “those women” whose linguistic options were restricted. In this 
scene, however, because of the use of “you” in Ms. Tanaka’s sentences, the students were 
positioned as the ones who were subjected to the female linguistic terms. By doing so, 
Ms. Tanaka implicitly indicated that the students’ linguistic choices were restricted to 
those of women. 
Discourse Practice 
This scene highlighted that Ms. Tanaka firmly followed her own lesson agenda. 
Her agenda was to make sure that the students understood and were able to use the 
different gendered linguistic terms. Even though Ms. Danaj challenged the validity of the 
linguistic rule, her comment did not have any influence on shaping the broader schema of 
the lesson sequence - except for creating a momentary “disruption” in the teacher 
discourse and the tension experienced by Ms. Tanaka. 
The issue of gendered language practice is a topic that is often discussed within 
the field of sociolinguistics (e.g., Bonvillain, 2000; Ide & McGloin, 1990; Lakoff, 1975; 
Talbot, 1998; Thorne & Henley, 1975). Particularly, the Japanese language is known to 
have distinctive linguistic markers that signal gender differences (e.g., Kitagawa, 1977; 
McGloin, 1991; Shibatani, 1990; Takahara, 1992). Raynolds-Akiba (1993; also, Bodine, 
1975, Bonvillain, 2000; Talbot, 1998) states that a characteristic of the Japanese language 
is the existence of “sex-exclusive difference” while a characteristic of the English 
language is the existence of “sex-preferential difference” (in Kubota, 1996). In other 
words, in English, there is a tendency for different language use between men and women 
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whereas in Japanese, there are certain linguistic markers that are considered to be 
exclusively reserved for each sex, a factor that often makes it difficult for a Japanese 
speaker to cross over the gendered linguistic boundary (Kubota, 1996). 
It is not my intention here to discuss the different gendered language practices in 
Japanese and the related sociopolitical issues. It is, however, important to point out that 
such language practice often evokes tension and conflict for a student like Ms. Danaj who 
embodies - or attempts to embody - feminist discourses. 
Being taken up by the discourses of FL classroom learning and of “standard” 
language, Ms. Tanaka promoted the normative practice of “what is appropriate” for these 
female students. In this moment, Ms. Tanaka refused to cede the lesson to open up the 
floor for a discussion about gendered language practice. This action avoided a conflict in 
perspectives. 
Critical Mtoment 2 (February 14 & 18, 2002): 
“This is different from my experience” (Ms. Eun) 
In this event, the class was reading a material entitled “Nihon no daigaku to 
amerika no daigaku (Japanese college and American college)” from the textbook. In the 
material, the authors compared and contrasted high school and college life in the US and 
Japan. They described US high schools as serving mostly social functions while they 
described Japanese high schools as being study-intensive. Similarly, they described 
college life in the US as highly academic and that in Japan as mainly non-academic. 
They supported these claims with survey findings. 
This literacy event extended over a period of 3 lessons and consisted of six 
classroom phases: 
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Day 1 (February 14, 2002): 
Phase 1: Reading of the material (i.e., Round-robin reading and literal 
comprehension of the material) 
Phase 2: Comparison between the students’ experiences and the textual 
representations: Part 1 - High school life; Part 2 - College life 
Day 2 (February 15, 2002): 
Phase 3: Construction of the survey 
Day 3 (February 18, 2002): 
Phase 4: Preparation for the presentation 
Phase 5: Presentation of the survey findings 
Phase 6: Teacher’s wrap-up 
What I consider as a “critical moment” occurred during phase two when Ms. 
Tanaka asked the students to compare their life experiences to the experiences depicted in 
the reading material. Ms. Tanaka’s invitation for their opinions and reactions opened up 
a moment where the students opposed the textual representations by voicing their 
experiences regarding the US school life. There was a conflict between the depictions of 
the US student life (in the reading material) and the students’ own lived experiences of 
being “US students.” Their sense of “student identity” - particularly their “elite” student 
identity - was therefore challenged by the textual representations. My focus of analysis 
in this particular event is the intertexual (discursive interactions) link between phase two 
(comparison between the students’ experiences and the textual representations) and phase 
six (teacher’s wrap-up). In phase six (the last phase in the lesson), in order to wrap up the 
unit, Ms. Tanaka summed up the students’ experiences into a single statement in light of 
the textbook depictions. 
In the following, I will describe each phase briefly in order to give broader 
contextual information for the critical moments and the teacher’s wrap-up. 
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[Phase One] 
In the first phase, as was routinely done in this classroom, Ms. Tanaka had the 
students read the reading material in a round-robin format and conducted a question- 
answer session to assess the students’ understanding of the material. During this phase, 
Ms. Tanaka insisted that the students engage in the discourse of a FL classroom “reading 
practice” (i.e., the literal comprehension of the material as the goal) by repeatedly saying 
such instructional comments as “according to the author,” “is it written in the text?” and 
“list only what’s written in the text” (Transcript, 2/14/2002) (Please refer to Example 5 
on pp. 129-131 previously discussed). 
[Phase Two: Comparison between the students’ experiences and the textual 
representations] 
Part One: High School Life 
In this scene, after reading a paragraph describing high school life in Japan and 
the US and having the students talk in pairs about their high school life, Ms. Tanaka 
asked the students whether their own experiences were similar to those described in the 
reading material. 
54 Tanaka: Minasan, ima, chotto hanashite-moraimashita kedo, 
everyone now a.little talked-for.me but 
55 minasan no seekatsu wa soo deshita ka? 
everyone LK life T so was Q 
56 takusan hima-na jikan ga arimashita ka? 
a.lot.of free time S existed Q 
57 Eun: lie, chigaimasu. 
no different 
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58 Tanaka: iie, chigaimasu <laugh> 
no different 
59 
60 
61 
(continues) 
71 Tanaka: 
72 
73 Lin: 
74 Tanaka: 
75 
hai, ja, ‘iie, chigaimasu’? 
okay then no different 
(raises her hand in a gesture instructing the students to vote) 
un. 
okay 
‘hai, soo deshita’? 
yes so was 
(raises her hand in a gesture instructing the students to vote) 
jaa, ‘iie, chigaimasu’ tte itta hito. 
then no different QT said person 
don’na tokoro ga chigaimasu ka? 
what.kind aspect S different Q 
shukudai mo repooto mo benkyoo koto* mo takusan arimashita. ((incorrect 
grammartical structure)) 
homework and report and studying NOM too a.lot existed 
benkyoo suru koto* mo takusan arimashita. ((corrects the grammar)) 
studying do NOM too a.lot existed 
aa, soo desu ka. 
oh so BE Q 
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76 min’na soo desu ka. 
everyone so BE Q 
(Several students nod) 
77 a, soo. 
oh I.see 
78 jaa, minasan daigaku ni kite, ‘waa, taihen daa’ tte 
then everyone college IO came.and wow difficult BE QT 
omoimasendeshita ka 
think.did.not Q 
79 ‘aa, mata onaji. Aa, soo, fuun’ tte? 
ah again same ah so I.see QT 
(Several students nod) 
80 a, soo desu ka. 
oh so BE Q 
81 aa,ja, Stanton daigaku no gakusee wa, kookoo no toki, yoku benkyoo 
ah then Stanton college LK student T high.school LK time well studying 
suru n’ desu ka. 
doNOMBE Q 
82 Soretomo, daitai dono kookoo demo kon’nani wa, 
or usually any high.school even this.much T 
kore to wa chigaimasu ka. 
this with T different Q 
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83 Lin: Taitee, min’na kookoo no, kokoosee no toki mo 
usually everyone high.school LK high.school.student LK time too 
benkyooshita to omoimasu. 
studies QT I.think 
84 Tanaka: A, soo desu ka. 
oh so BE Q 
85 Hai, kondo wa daigaku no seekatsu desu ne. 
okay this.time T college LK life BE IP 
Text Practice 
In response to Ms. Tanaka’s questions to the class “minasan no seekatsu wa doo 
deshita ka (how was your high school life?)”(line 55) and “taskusan hima na jikan ga 
arimashita ka (did you have lot of free time?)” (line 56), Ms. Eun immediately took the 
floor and asserted that “iie, chigaimasu (no, it was different)” (line 57). There was a tone 
of urgency in Ms. Eun’s response which, I believe, triggered Ms. Tanaka’s brief laughter 
(line 58). This exchange prompted Ms. Tanaka to take a vote from the entire class to see 
the students’ opinions concerning the “truthfulness” of the text representations of high 
school life (lines 59 & 61). 
In line 72, Ms. Tanaka encouraged those students who felt “differently” to explain 
how their experiences were different from the text representations. Only Ms. Lin 
volunteered to answer. She said that contrary to what was written in the material, there 
was a lot of studying during her high school days (line 73). In order to engage more 
students in the discussion and to elicit opinions from the rest of them, Ms. Tanaka 
explicitly used the personal pronoun “minasan/min’na, (everyone/you)” (lines 54, 55, 76 
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& 78) and talked in an animated manner (lines 78 & 79). Her animated talk was only met 
by several students’ nodding. 
Failing to elicit any other opinions, Ms. Tanaka shifted the topic of the question to 
“Stanton daigaku no gakusee (students at Stanton)” (line 81). By foregrounding the 
students at Stanton as a marked theme with the theme particle “wa” - thus, implicitly 
contrasting them with American high school students in general - Ms. Tanaka further 
asked if they were unique in terms of their high school experience (i.e., studying hard) 
(lines 81& 82). Ms. Lin again took the floor and stated her opinion that “all” high school 
students in the US “usually studied when they were in high school as well las in a 
college]” (line 83). 
Discourse Practice 
As evident from asking the students about their life experiences, Ms. Tanaka 
certainly values the practice of having students talk about their personal experiences. 
This practice is in accordance with the principle of communicative language teaching, 
particularly, Ms. Tanaka’s stated value for the “student-centered” teaching approach. 
The textbook descriptions of American high school students as “having little 
homework,” “not needing to study much for a college entrance exam,” and “being able to 
spend ample time on part-time jobs, sports, or dating” clearly contradicted the life 
experience of the students in this highly competitive college. 
One institutional discourse that is apparent in this interaction is the discourse of 
“academic excellence” that the college actively promotes. Many students firmly took up 
this discourse and often exhibited a solid pride in their academic ability. Ms. Tanaka 
drew on this discourse and attempted to position the students as “exceptions” to the 
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textbook depictions. However, Ms. Lin not only represented herself and her peers at 
Stanton “positively,” but also defended “all” students in US high schools. I interpreted 
Ms. Lin’s defense for “all” students as an indication of her strong objection to the 
textbook representation. Although it was said in a calm manner, she was forcefully 
challenging the textbook authors. 
Part Two: College Life 
Following the above scene, Ms. Tanaka moved to the topic of college life and 
asked the students about their college life experiences in a similar manner as in the 
previous scene. 
452 Tanaka: koko ni kaite-aru daigakusee no seekatsu to minasan ga 
here in written.is college.student LK life and you/everyone S 
kangaeru daigakusee no seekatsu wa, doo chigaimasu ka? 
think college.student LK life T how different Q 
453 don’na tokoro ga onaji de don’na tokoro ga chigaimasu ka? 
What.kind aspect S same and what.kind aspect S different Q 
454 chotto= 
a.little 
455 Chen: =a 
um 
456 Tanaka:doozo. 
please 
457 Chen: amerika no daigaku de, tomo no, amerika no daigaku no seekatsu wa, 
America LK college at friend LK America LK college LK life T 
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tomodachi mo juuyoo desu. 
friend too important BE 
458 Tanaka: aa, amerika no daigaku seekatsu demo, demo*, tomodachi to no tsukiai ga 
oh America LK college life even.in even.in friend with LK life S 
juuyoo desu ka. ((reinforces a better lexical option)) 
important BE Q 
459 fuun. 
I.see 
460 hoka no hito wa doo deshoo? 
other LK person T how BE-tent 
461 Eun: kookoosee no toki, watashi wa, motto benkyoo shimashita. 
high.school LK time I T more studying did 
462 Demo, urn..., demo, daigakusee no toki, watashi wa, 
but but college.student LK when I T 
...um...watashi wa, ...I didn’t work this hard. <laugh> 
I T 
463 Tanakaikon’nani, nan’ deshoo? 
this.much what BE-tent 
464 kon’nani, kon’nani hard wa nani? 
this.much this.much T what 
465 Eun: kon’nani muzukashii? 
this.much muzukashii (hard/difficult) 
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466 Tanaka:uun., kono toki wa, isshookenmee 
no this case T isshookenmee (hard) 
467 Eun: ishookenmee... 
isshookenmee (hard) 
468 Tanaka:un, kon’nani isshookenmee? 
right this.much isshookenmee (hard) 
469 Eun: ishookenmee... 
isshookenmee (hard) 
470 Tanaka: benkyoo? 
studying 
471 Eun: benkyoo shi, benkyoo o shimasendeshita. 
Studying d- studying O did.not 
472 Watashi no, watashi no seekatsu wa, urn...it was in the middle? 
I LK I LK life T 
473 Tanaka: middle? 
474 Nan’ no middle desu ka? 
what LK BE Q 
475 Eun: a, kore, kono, kono hanashi no, amerika no seekatsu to, amerika no 
oh this this.one this story LK America LK life and America LK 
kookoo seekatsu to amerika no daigaku seekatsu no, no... 
high.school life and America LK college life LK LK 
476 Tanaka:man’naka. 
middle 
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477 daitai man’naka gurai. 
about middle about 
478 Eun: Hai. 
yes 
479 Tanakaidesu ka. 
BE Q 
480 aa, soo desu ka. 
oh so BE Q 
481 fuun. 
I.see 
482 hoka no hito wa doo desu ka. 
other LK person T how BE Q 
483 minasan no daigaku seekatsu no imeeji to 
everyone LK college life LK image and 
koko ni kaite-aru daigakusee no seekatsu. 
here at written.is college.student LK life 
484 amerika no daigakusee no seekatsu 
America LK college.student LK life 
485 un? 
what 
486 Danaj: amerika no daigakusee wa benkyoo dake shite-imasen. 
America LK college.student T studying only doing-are.not 
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487 Tanaka: un. 
okay 
488 Danaj: kurabu, supootsu, sorede, politics o hanashite-imasu. 
club sports and.then O speaking 
489 Tanaka: un, seeji ni-tsuite 
okay politic about 
490 Danaj: hai 
yes 
491 Tanaka: yoku hanashimasu ka? 
often talk Q 
492 Danaj: Hai! 
yes 
493 Tanaka:un. Duff-san 
okay Ms. Duff 
494 Duff-san, moo yo-nen, daigaku ni imasu ne. 
Ms. Duff already 4-years college at stay IP 
495 Duff: hai. 
yes 
496 Tanaka: doo desu ka? daigaku no seekatsu wa 
how BE Q college LK life T 
497 Duff: um...um... 
498 Tanaka: kon’nani benkyoo ga, benkyoo, benkyoo no seekatsu desu ka? 
this.much studying S studying studying LK life BE Q 
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499 Duff: iie. 
no 
500 amerika no daigakusee, daigakusee no seekatsu wa 
America LK college.student college.student LK life T 
...moo* tanoshii desu. ((incorrect adverb choice)) 
moo (more) fun BE 
501 Tanaka: motto* ((corrects the adverb)) 
motto (more) 
502 Duff: motto tanoshii desu. 
more fun BE 
503 um...hai. 
yes 
504 um...takusan supootsu to*, ya*, hoka no kurabu o shimasu. ((self-corrects 
for a better lexical choice)) 
a.lot.of sports and or other LK club O do 
505 Tanaka:a, soo desuka. 
oh so BE Q 
506 hoka no hito wa doo desu ka? 
other LK person T how BE Q 
(Ss: no response) 
507 eeto nee, jaa nee, chotto jikan desu kedo 
well IP then IP a.little time BE but 
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508 jaa, eeto, nee, minasan, chotto kangaete-mite kudasai. 
then well IP everyone a.little think-try please 
509 minasan, heekin nanjikan gurai benkyoo suru deshoo ka, ichinichi? 
everyone average how.many.hour about studying do BE-tent Q a.day 
Text Practice 
To begin a discussion on a new topic, Ms. Tanaka invited the students to talk 
about their opinions by posing the following questions: “koko ni kaitearu daigakusee no 
seekatsu to minasan ga kangaeru daigakusee no seekatsu wa, doo chigaimasu ka (how is 
what’s written in the textbook different from what you think as [your] college life)” (line 
452) and “don’ na tokoro ga onaji de don’na tokoro ga chigaimasu ka (what aspects are 
the same or different from the textbook depictions)” (line 453). In this scene (as 
compared to the previous one), more students actively responded to Ms. Tanaka’s 
invitation. Ms. Chen (lines 455 & 457), Ms. Eun (beginning line 461) and Ms. Danaj 
(beginning line 486) all voluntarily took the floor and stated their objections to the text 
representations of American college life. 
Ms. Tanaka tried hard to elicit the students’ opinions by asking the question many 
times (lines 452-453,460, 482-484, 506) as well as by nominating a particular student 
(Ms. Duff) (line 493). In a FL classroom context, the teacher’s repetition of the question 
is a key feature that makes the question available and accessible to all students. If 
students are attentive and listen to the multiple opportunities created by the teacher, they 
can often figure out what is being asked and how to participate in the on-going 
interactions in the way that is expected. Also, by repeating the questions (and the 
exchanges), a teacher can make the linguistic forms and functions available to students. 
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Ms. Tanaka was also active in formulating the student’s answer with a “better” 
syntactical structure (line 458), in providing vocabulary (lines 463,466, 476 & 489), in 
asking for explicitness (line 474), and in correcting the word choice (line 501). Judging 
from Ms. Tanaka’s lack of follow-up questions on students’ opinions, this interaction 
highlights that when discussing a topic, the way things are said is as much as, or perhaps, 
even more important as what has been said (i.e., ideational meaning). 
The lack of follow-ups by a teacher, however, may be another discursive feature 
in a FL classroom. Everyone in the classroom knew that they only had a limited amount 
of “air time” to converse. This event demonstrated that each student cooperated in giving 
up the floor when her “air time” was over and taking it when called upon by the teacher. 
Both the teacher and the students understood this as “normal” practice in the FL 
classroom. 
Discourse Practice 
Although Ms. Tanaka’s question asked for both the similarities and the 
differences between the students’ experiences and the textbook representations, no one 
related similar experiences to the material. This interaction demonstrated that many 
students’ “college student” identity was challenged by the text representations. The 
authors described in the reading material the contrast between American college students 
and Japanese college students as follows: 
According to one survey conducted in 1990, while Japanese college 
students only study an average of 1.8 hours a day besides classes, 
American students study 7.6 hours (4 times more than the Japanese 
students do). Also, while most of the Japanese students consider a 
“friendship” as the most important thing in their college life (48%), 
American students think of “lectures, seminars, laboratory work, etc.” as 
the primary importance in their life (50%). (Miura & McGloin, 1994, p.98, 
translation mine) 
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The text’s representations of American students were not necessarily negative. 
The authors represented them as diligent, serious students. What the students resisted 
was the totalizing representation of their college life by drawing on liberal humanist 
discourse. This discourse supports the beliefs that everyone is unique and has a right to 
their individuality. The students voiced that they have other important things in their 
lives besides studying such as “friendship” (Ms. Chen), “extracurricular activities” (Ms. 
Danaj and Ms. Duff) and “talking about politics” (Ms. Danaj). They claimed that they 
“did not study that much” (Ms. Eun) as the textbook described and that their lives were 
much “more fun” (Ms. Duff). 
By inviting the students to share their reactions to the reading material, Ms. 
Tanaka opened up interactional space for them to question and challenge the truthfulness 
of the text representations. The students’ real life experiences were brought into the 
reading of the material creating a moment of dissent which led to more lively 
interactions. It appears that one of the implicit goals of Ms. Tanaka’s classroom practices 
is to build a consensus among the students. Insofar as the students’ opinions are in 
harmony (i.e., there is no conflict amongst the participants), Ms. Tanaka welcomed the 
students’ challenge to the text representations. 
[Phase Three to Five] 
On the following day, in order to engage the students in exploring the topic in a 
real life (i.e., “out of class”) situation, Ms. Tanaka assigned the students to conduct a 
survey investigating the issues presented in the reading material (i.e., “average hours of 
studying per day,” and “what is the most important aspect of college life”) by 
interviewing students on campus (in English). In order to create the survey, the class had 
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a discussion about the important activities or aspects of life of college students (Phase 
three). Ms. Tanaka prepared a handout for the survey activity. On the handout, she listed 
two questions: “average hours of study per day” and “the most important thing in college 
life.” There was a chart drawn for each question where the students can put the number 
of people who choose a particular answer. After brainstorming the possible categories to 
include in the survey as important aspects of college life, the class decided to list nine 
categories: “friendship,” “lectures, seminars, laboratory work,” “partying,” “personal 
growth,” “sleeping,” “part-time job,” “future preparation,” “extracurricular activities” and 
“time with a boy/girlfriend” (fieldnote, 2/15/2002). 
On the last day of the unit (Day 3), the students brought their survey findings to 
the class. Ms. Tanaka divided the class into three groups (two groups of two students and 
one group of three students). She first instructed the students as to how they would 
present their survey findings. She wrote on the blackboard a presentation script. She 
also instructed the students that everyone had to play a part (i.e., to speak) in the 
presentation. The students were given 15 minutes to prepare. During the preparation 
time, the students worked in groups and put individual findings together (Phase four). I 
noticed that most of the discussion and decision-making during the preparation were done 
in their stronger language - English (fieldnote, 2/19/2002). 
In the fifth phase, each group presented their findings following Ms. Tanaka’s 
script. As the students presented their findings, Ms. Tanaka wrote down the numbers on 
a transparency which was projected on the wall. At the end of each presentation, the 
students were asked to comment on their findings. Although the students were asked to 
talk with five students on campus to get the assignment done, it turned out that they 
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talked to more than twice that number of students. This indicates that they must have 
found this task interesting. They also seemed that they were enjoying the presentation 
process (fieldnote, 2/19/2002). Each group collaboratively presented their group 
findings. 
The findings from each group showed quite a variety. The findings are reported 
in the following table: 
Table 2: Students’ Survey Findings 
Danaj & Lin Eun & Zen Duff, Chen & Kim 
Number of students 
interviewed: 
13 26 30 
a. How many hours do 
you study a day? 
1. 4-5 hrs: 4 people 
2. 2-3, 5-6, 6-7 and 
7-8 hrs: 2 people 
1. 5-6 hrs: 9 people 
2. 6-7 hrs: 6 people 
1. 2-3 hrs: 7 people 
2. 3-4/4-5 hrs: 
3 people 
b. What is the most 
important activity in 
your college life? 
1. Personal growth: 
7 people 
2. Future plan: 
4 people 
1. Lecture/Seminar: 
12 people 
2. Future plan: 
6 people 
1. Lecture/Seminar: 
9 people 
2. Friends: 
6 people 
Presenters’ comments: “Our findings were 
different from the 
textbook survey.” (Ms. 
Danaj) 
“I was surprised that 
‘sleeping’ ranked the 
third in our findings.” 
(Ms. Eun) 
“Our findings were the 
same as the ones in the 
textbook, so I wasn’t 
surprised.” (Ms. Kim) 
[Phase Six: Teacher’s wrap-up] “It may not be so different, right?” 
In the final phase, after all groups reported their survey findings, Ms. Tanaka 
asked the students to look at the screen where she combined the results from all groups in 
a chart. To conclude the presentation session, Ms. Tanaka provided her own 
observational comments. 
1 Tanaka: jaa, min’na chotto mite-moraimasu kedo, 
well everyone a.little look.at-for.me but 
2 kyookasho de, ichiban ookatta no wa, koogi toka desho? 
textbook in most frequent.was LK T lecture things.like BE-tent 
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3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 Zen: 
10 Tanaka: 
11 
12 
Kore mitara, mata koogi ga ooi desu ne. 
this.one if.see again lecture S frequent BE IP 
Hai. 
okay 
Sorekara, ato, jikan wa, 5 jikan kara 6 jikan ga ichiban ooi mitai desu 
and.then also time T 5 hours from 6 hours S most frequent seem BE 
kedo, 
but 
4 jikan kara 5 jikan, 5 jikan kara 6 jikan ga ichiban ooi desu ne. 
4 hours from 5 hours 5 hours from 6 hours S most frequent BE IP 
Kyookasho wa doo deshita ka? 
textbook T how was Q 
Oboeteimasu ka? 
remember Q 
7.6 jikan. 
7.6 hours 
un, 7.6 jikan dakara, koko desu ne. (pointing at the chart) 
right 7.6 hours so here BE IP 
ma, sore yori wa sukunai desu ne. 
well that than T less BE IP 
Hai, 
okay 
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13 demo, son’nani chigawanai kamoshiremasen ne. 
but not.much different.not may.be IP 
14 Min’na, Stanton no gakusee wa totemo majime desu ne. 
everyone Stanton LK student T very.much diligent BE IP 
15 hai. 
okay 
16 Ja, kyoo wa kore de owarimasu ne. 
then today T this with finish IP 
Text Practice 
In lines 2 and 3, Ms. Tanaka highlighted the textbook’s claim (importance of 
“lectures, seminar, laboratory works, etc”) as she interpreted the numbers displayed on 
the chart. She verified the “truthfulness” of the textbook information regarding the most 
important aspects of American college life. In lines 7 & 8, she instructed the students to 
make connections between their own survey findings and the reading material by asking 
them to recall the textbook’s description regarding “study hours.” After which she 
evaluated the students’ survey findings regarding “study hours” and concluded, “sore 
yori wa sukunai desu ne (it is less than that (i.e., textbook reports a higher number))” 
(line 11). 
Instead of discussing the variety of findings that the students brought into class, 
Ms. Tanaka finished the unit by saying, “demo son’na ni chigawanai kamoshiremasen ne 
(but it may not be so different, right?)” (line 13). In the process of reaching this 
conclusion, she ensured that every statement she made was a shared interpretation by 
using the interactional particle (lines 3, 6, 10, 11, 13, 14). By doing so, in effect, she 
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reconsidered Ms. Eun’s claim in the previous scene “it was different from the textbook” 
as well as all the objective opinions voiced during phase two. 
Discourse Practice 
This activity (i.e., conducting a survey by interviewing students) was the only 
instance during the year I observed the class that the students went outside the textbook 
to explore issues presented by the reading material. It provided an opportunity for the 
students to connect what was represented in the textbook and their real life in an 
engaging and concrete way. During the interview, Ms. Tanaka also reflected that this 
was the unit that she felt was the most successful (5/18/2002). 
This activity had the potential to challenge the authors’ claims and to question the 
essentialized representations of school life in the US and Japan. However, by 
aggregating the students’ comments on the projected chart in the form of numbers, 
individual differences were erased, and the numbers became the most important findings. 
Further, Ms. Tanaka’s concluding statement at the end of the presentation, “it may not be 
so different from the textbook, then,” reinstated the validity of the text and the status of 
the authors as presenting authoritative knowledge. 
Given the status of the reading material as the core of the instructional procedure, 
it may be a reasonable act to compare the students’ survey findings with the reading 
material. However, if the knowledge generated by the students is to be given more value, 
the discussions around the survey results could have taken a different shape. The 
possible reason for Ms. Tanaka’s conclusion might be her unconscious desire not to 
openly challenge the textbook authors who happen to be her own mentors during her 
graduate work. During the interview, she mentioned her concerns regarding the reading 
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materials. She referred to the reading materials as being “stereotypical,” “categorical,” 
“pedantic” and “overly authoritative” (Interview, 5/18/2002). In the above described 
literacy event, her actions as a teacher seemed to indicate that her former identity as a 
student (to the authors) might have overridden her present identity as a teacher preventing 
her from openly challenging the authority of the textbook authors. 
It could also be that in order to close the lesson, Ms. Tanaka was forced to find a 
simple statement that could “wrap up” the lesson smoothly. One of the challenging tasks 
that a teacher faces is how to wrap-up and close the lesson. The time constraint clearly is 
a factor that shapes what can be possibly done during the limited class hours. The 
teacher needs proper closure for the day’s lesson while at the same time it is important to 
find a way not to reduce the students’ lived experiences into a universal statement. 
Critical Moment 3 (April 8, 2002): 
“Is it true or a stereotype?” (Ms. Dana]) 
In this event, the students were reading a paragraph from a reading material that 
described the two types of the sociocultural practice of “omiyage (souvenirs)” in Japan: 
one is to buy a small gift to take when visiting someone’s home; the other is to buy 
souvenirs (for others) when traveling to, for example, other countries. The authors said 
that the souvenirs (the second type) sought out were often local food items. They 
described this practice as becoming increasingly intense among Japanese tourists by 
stating, “these people [Japanese tourists], as soon as they arrive to a foreign country, 
begin shopping with a concern for souvenirs” (Miura & McGloin, 1994, p. 189, 
translation mine). The authors ended the paragraph by saying that this Japanese 
souvenir-shopping behavior is a phenomenon that is often viewed as “eerie” by the 
locals. 
168 
After the students read the paragraph in a round-robin format, Ms. Tanaka asked 
what the topic of this paragraph was about. The students answered her question in chorus 
as “omiyage no shuukan (customs of souvenirs).” Ms. Tanaka, then, reminded the 
students that there were two kinds of “omiyage” and instructed the students to talk in 
pairs about which one of the two practices is viewed as “eerie” by foreigners and the 
reasons why. 
In this literacy event, Ms. Tanaka made a great effort to make students understand 
what was described in the materials. In the process of doing that, Ms. Tanaka ended up 
actively perpetuating some of the stereotypical images that were ascribed to the Japanese 
tourists. The critical moment in this event was when Ms. Danaj challenged the 
stereotypical representations of Japanese tourists depicted in the textbook and by Ms. 
Tanaka. In the following, we see the ways Ms. Tanaka dealt with Ms. Danaj’s challenge. 
We also see that there was an internal tension (dilemma) that Ms. Tanaka experienced 
while being caught between the textual representations of Japanese people and her sense 
of “Japanese” identity. 
[Beginning] “What would YOU do first in Hong Kong? How about a Japanese?” 
(Ms. Tanaka) 
Prior to this scene, Ms. Tanaka was conducting a question-answer session about 
the information written in the paragraph for each “omiyage” practice. She thea asked, 
“which oyimage practice is viewed as strange by foreigners?” 
55 Tanaka: Jaa, gaikokujin ga sono shuukan o shitta toki ni ‘hen da’ 
then foreigner S that custom O knew when at strange BE 
‘Ee? Kimochi waruui’to omou no wa docchi? 
what creepy QT think NOM T which.one 
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56 Ichiban no omiyage desu ka? 
the.first LK souvenir BE Q 
57 Niban no omiyage desu ka? 
the.second LK souvenir BE Q 
58 Danaj: Ni. 
two 
59 Tanaka: un, niban no omiyage desu ne. 
right the.second LK souvenir BE IP 
60 Dooshite desu ka? Chen-san 
why BE Q Ms. Chen 
61 Chen: Dooshite? 
why 
62 Tanaka: Un, dooshite hen-na n’ desu ka? 
right why strange NOM BE Q 
63 Chen: hoka no tokoro no mono wa,...shirimasen desu kara 
other LK place LK thing T know.not BE because 
Sono tabemono wa, um...um...tochi no sanbutsu wa hen to 
that food T region LK specialty T strange QT 
omoimasu. 
I.think 
64 Tanaka: Sore wa, nihonjin ga hen da to omoimasu ka? 
that T Japanese S strange BE QT think Q 
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65 Are? chotto, matte ne. 
66 
67 
68 
69 Lin: 
70 Tanaka: 
71 Lin: 
72 Tanaka: 
73 
74 
(continues) 
78 
well a.little wait IP 
Hai, jaa ne, 
okay then IP 
Tatoeba, minasan, ja, ima ryokoo ni iki-tai desu ka? 
for.example everyone then now trip IO go-want.to BE Q 
Iki-tai tokoro, nihon igai. 
go-want.to place Japan besides 
Honkon ni iki-tai desu. 
Hong Kong IO go-want.to BE 
e? 
huh 
Honkon. 
Hong Kong 
Honkon. 
Hong Kong 
Ja, honkon ni iki-tai desu. 
then Hong Kong IO go-want.to BE 
Hai, minasan honkon ni ikimasu. 
okay everyone Hong Kong IO go 
Hoteru ni itte, nimotsu o okimashita. 
Hotel IO go.and luggage O put.down 
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79 ‘saa, nani shiyoo kana.’ 
now what try.doing I.wonder 
80 Hai, kore kara minasan, isshuukan honkon ni imasu. 
okay now from everyone one.week Hong Kong IO stay 
81 Hai, mazu nani ga shi-tai desu ka? 
okay first.of.all what S do-want.to BE Q 
82 Lin: shoppingu toka <laugh>, kankoo o shi-tai desu. 
shopping and/or sightseeing O do-want.to BE 
83 Tanaka: un, kankoo ya shoppingu ga shi-tai desu. 
okay sightseeing or shopping S do-want.to BE 
84 Lin: hai. 
yes 
85 Tanaka: hoka no hito wa? 
other LK person T 
(continues eliciting other activities that the students might do while in Hong Kong) 
108 Tanaka: hai, jaa, nihonjin. 
okay then Japanese.people 
109 Nihonjin ga nihon kara honkon ni ikimashita. 
Japanese.people S Japan from Hong Kong IO went 
(draws a picture of some Japanese tourists) 
110 hai, kore zenbu nihonjin desu. 
okay this all Japanese.people BE 
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111 
(Ss: laugh) 
112 
113 
114 
(continues) 
121 
122 Lin: 
123 Tanaka: 
124 Zen: 
125 Tanaka: 
126 
“haai, minasan, kochira desu yo.” (as if pretending to be a tour guide) 
okay everyone this.way BE IP 
tsuaa desu. 
tour BE 
nihonjin no hito ga takusan honkon ni kimashita. 
Japanese.people LK person S many Hong Kong IO came 
nihonjin no sutereotaipu to iu-to, koko ni kamera ga arimasu 
Japanese.people LK stereotype QT if.say here at camera S exist 
(draws cameras around the necks of the people in the picture) 
Hai, kono hito-tachi wa, mazu hajime ni nani o suru n’ desu ka? 
okay this people T first.of.all beginning what O do NOM BE Q 
shoppingu. 
shopping 
Un, shoppingu desu kedo, don’na shoppingu desu ka? 
right shopping BE but what.kind shopping BE Q 
Omiyage no koto o shin’pai shite-iru, kaimono o shite-imasu. 
souvenir LK thing O worry doing shopping O doing 
hai, soo desu ne. 
right so BE IP 
Tabun, honkon ni tsuita saisho no hi ni doko ni ikukatoiuto, 
probably Hong Kong IO arrived first LK day at where IO go Q QT say QT 
173 
omiyage no mise ni ikimasu. 
souvenir LK store IO go 
Text Practice 
Responding to Ms. Tanaka’s question, Ms. Danaj immediately answered that it 
was the second kind of omiyage that foreigners think is weird (line 58). Ms. Tanaka then 
asked Ms. Chen as to why that was the case (line 60). Ms. Chen’s answer was not what 
Ms. Tanaka had expected. Therefore, it prompted Ms. Tanaka to create a scenario for a 
trip to Hong Kong and asked the students what would they want to do once they arrived 
there (line 81). 
Ms. Lin, who suggested Hong Kong as the destination for the hypothetical trip 
(line 69), answered Ms. Tanaka’s question by saying “shoppingu toka kankoo (shopping 
and/or sightseeing)” (line 82). Ms. Lin chuckled when she said, “shopping.” Ms. Lin did 
not specify what kind of “shopping” she intended to do; and Ms. Tanaka did not ask her 
to explain or to elaborate. (It is interesting to note that Ms. Tanaka did ask her to 
elaborate on what kind of shopping she was referring to when the question was about 
Japanese tourists in line 123). It seems that Ms. Tanaka did not ask Ms. Lin to elaborate 
on her “shopping” as she interpreted Ms. Lin’s answer to be “personal shopping” rather 
than “omiyage shopping.” 
Several interpretations for Ms. Lin’s chuckle are possible. One, she chuckled 
because by saying “shopping” as the activity she would like to do first, she might have 
seen some irony in identifying herself with the Japanese tourists depicted in the reading 
material. Two, she chuckled because “shopping” (for whatever purpose) is a kind of 
activity that could stereotypically be regarded as a “girl’s territory” or not as something to 
174 
be particularly proud about. Or, three, she knew that “shopping” was the answer Ms. 
Tanaka did not want. The whole purpose of this exercise (talking about a trip to Hong 
Kong) was to highlight the “strangeness” of Japanese tourists who go “shopping” as their 
first activity in contrast to “You,” the students. Therefore, Ms. Tanaka did not want 
“shopping” as an answer. 
In the next line, Ms. Tanaka reformulated Ms. Lin’s answer by reversing the order 
of activities by saying “kankoo ya shoppingu (sightseeing or shopping)” (line 83). By 
reversing the order, thus, placing priority on “sightseeing” (instead of “shopping”), Ms. 
Tanaka modified Ms. Lin’s answer to better fit her agenda. 
After eliciting several more ideas for tourist activities from the students (lines 85- 
107), Ms. Tanaka asked what would Japanese tourists do as their first tourist activity (line 
121). Again, Ms. Lin answered, “shopping” (line 124). Ms. Tanaka, this time, asked her 
to elaborate on her answer by saying, “don’na shoppingu desu ka (what kind of 
shopping?)” (line 123). Ms. Zen gave her a satisfactory answer to this question by saying 
“omiyage no koto o shinpai shiteiru kaimono (shopping that is out of worry for 
souvenirs)” (line 124). After giving Ms. Zen an approval remark, Ms. Tanaka restated 
that “Honkon ni tsuita saisho no hi ni doko ni iku ka to iu to, omiyage no mise ni ikimasu 
(the places [they (i.e., Japanese)] go to on the first day after arriving in Hong Kong, are 
the souvenir shops)” (line 126). 
During this scene, Ms. Tanaka firmly controlled the interaction in terms of the 
topic, turn-taking structure (i.e., I-R-E), the medium of talk (Japanese), and the 
development of the conversation. 
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Discourse Practice 
What was intriguing about Ms. Tanaka’s discursive acts in this scene was the fact 
that she introduced many stereotypical beliefs about the Japanese in the process of 
constructing a hypothetical trip by a group of Japanese tourists. In order to highlight the 
image of Japanese tourists, she brought in several stereotypical beliefs that are commonly 
attached to Japanese: 1) big group taking a guided tour together (lines 110-113); 2) 
always moving around as a group (lines 110 & 113); 3) always carrying cameras around 
their necks (line 114). She narrated these statements in a comical way. 
Ms. Tanaka’s strategy was to involve the students in building the scenario. The 
students were engaged in the story building; however, Ms. Tanaka was the one who was 
shaping the images in the scenario. Drawing on the discourse of “us vs. them,” in the 
end, Ms. Tanaka successfully painted a picture of Japanese tourists that was markedly in 
contrast with “you,” the students. In other words, Ms. Tanaka positioned the students in 
opposition to “the Japanese.” At the same time, Ms. Tanaka seemed to position herself 
outside of the discourse of the “strange Japanese tourists.” By referring to the drawing of 
Japanese tourists on the blackboard as “kono hito tachi (these people)” (line 121), she 
objectified the Japanese tourists and separated herself from them. 
[Challenging the textual representation] “Is it true or a stereotype?” (Ms. Dana]) 
Immediately after the above scene, Ms. Danaj took the floor and asked Ms. 
Tanaka a question, “Is it true or is it a stereotype?” 
127 Danaj: Hontoo desu ka? 
truth BE Q 
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128 sutereotaipu desu ka? 
129 Tanaka: 
130 
131 
132 
133 
134 
135 
136 
137 
138 
139 Lin: 
stereotype BE Q 
doo deshoo nee. 
how BE-tent IP 
Nihon ni itta-kotogaaru hito iru kana? 
Japan IO been-have person exist I.wonder 
eeto, nihonjin, 
well Japanese.people 
kore, watashi no iken desu kedo, 
this I LK opinion BE but 
Nihonjin nimo iroiro-na nihonjin ga imasu ne. 
Japanese.people even.in various Japanese.people S exist IP 
Dakara hito niyotte chigau to omoimasu. 
So person depending different QT I.think 
Tatoeba, watashi wa nihonjin desu kedo 
for.example I T Japanese.person BE but 
konomae, dominika ni ikimashita ne. 
the.other.day Dominican.Republic IO went IP 
Tomodachi ni omiyage o kawa-nakutewaikemasen. 
friend IO souvenir O buy-must 
Watashi wa kaeru hi no basu no 30 pun mae ni kaimashita. 
I T return day LK bus LK 30 minutes before at bought 
<laugh> 
177 
140 Tanaka: ‘a, kore to kore. a, hai, kore kore kore kore. Hai. Owari’ to omoimashita. 
ah this and this ah okay this this this this okay finish QT I.thought 
141 Dakara, hito niyotte chigau to omoimasu kedo ne. 
so person depending different QT I.think but IP 
Text Practice 
Ms. Danaj challenged the validity of the representation of Japanese tourists by 
interrupting the question-answer sequence when she asked, “Hontoo desu ka. 
Sutereotaipu desu ka (Is it true? Is it a stereotype?)” (lines 127 & 128). Ms. Danaj, as an 
ethnic minority American student (from Sri Lanka), appeared to be concerned about the 
possible negative effects of stereotypical representations. We could observe that Ms. 
Danaj’s question caused tension for Ms. Tanaka as demonstrated by her false starts in 
lines 130-131. 
Ms. Tanaka did not provide a direct answer for Ms. Danaj. Ms. Tanaka’s 
response began with disclaimers, “kore watashi no iken desu kedo (this is my opinion 
but)” (line 132) and “hito ni yotte chigau to omoimasu (I think it depends on the person)” 
(line 134). Here, Ms. Tanaka, first, separated her personal opinion from the depicted 
cultural practice (line 132) and also acknowledged the diversity that existed among 
Japanese people (lines 133-4). She then told a personal story about her souvenir 
shopping that was contrary to the text’s depiction (lines 135-140). With her own practice 
of souvenir shopping as evidence, she supported her claim, “dakara hito ni yotte chigau 
to omoimasu kedo ne (so, I think it depends on the person)” (line 141). By presenting her 
own omiyage practice as being different from the text’s representation, she positioned 
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herself as being an “outsider” to the image of the “eerie” Japanese. She as a Japanese 
person, in effect, resisted to be perceived as “eerie.” 
Discourse Practice 
On one hand, when Ms. Danaj posed the question “Is it true? Is it a stereotype?” 
she seemed to be drawing on the discourse of “multiculturalism” which promotes 
“political correctness” and denounces stereotyping a group of people. On the other hand, 
Ms. Tanaka was drawing on the discourse of FL classroom learning, the discourse of “us 
vs. them,” and the relativist discourse that embraces the belief of “it all depends.” 
Ms. Tanaka’s contradictory discourse practice - pushing the stereotypical image 
of the “eerie” Japanese while attempting to position herself outside of that representation 
- seems to be an indication of her inner struggle in balancing her teacher identity and her 
national identity. Her conduct was regulated by the teacher/institutional discourse (i.e., 
discourse of FL classroom learning); thus, her obligation was to make sure that the 
students understood the content of the reading material. She must have judged that 
describing the Japanese tourists in a stereotypical manner would help the students to 
understand the reading material. At the same time, however, she, as a Japanese person, 
resisted being subjected to the textual representation of the Japanese. 
[Ending: Re-emphasis of Stereotype] “Please think stereotypic ally.” (Ms. Tanaka) 
After telling a personal story, Ms. Tanaka asked the students for their opinions 
regarding the phenomenon depicted in the reading material. 
156 Tanaka: haai, minasan doo desu ka. 
okay everyone how BE Q 
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157 
158 
159 
160 
161 
162 
163 
164 Danaj: 
165 Tanaka: 
166 
Moshi, kooiu nihonjin o mitara doo omoimasu ka. 
if this.type Japanese.person O if.see.was how think Q 
Tatoeba tomodachi ga nihonjin no tomodachi ga, Stanton daigaku ni 
for.example friend S Japanese LK friend S Stanton college IO 
kimashita. 
came 
Ja, kore, chotto, sutereotaipu desu. 
then this a.little stereotype BE 
Sutereotaipu de kangaete kudasai. 
stereotype in think please 
Ja, nihonjin no hito ga Stanton daigaku ni asobi-ni kimashita. 
then Japanese LK person S Stanton college IO visit-to came 
Kinoo no yoru Stanton ni tsukimashita. 
yesterday LK night Stanton IO arrived 
Ichiban hajime ni sono hito ga iku tokoro wa doko deshoo. 
the.first beginning at that person S go place T where BE-tent 
Bookstore 
Bukkusutoa, soo ne. 
bookstore so IP 
Sore ga, sutereotaipu, chotto stereotypical desu kedo, 
that S stereotype a.little BE but 
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167 kore ga kono kyookasho no itte-iru no wa, tsumari soo-iu 
this S this textbook LK saying NOM T in.other.words things.like 
koto desu ne. 
fact BE IP 
Text Practice 
In lines 156 &157, Ms. Tanaka asked the students about their opinions, and to 
evaluate the behaviors of “these Japanese.” Immediately, however, without waiting for 
any replies from the students, Ms. Tanaka redirected the question to, once again, “ichiban 
hajime ni sono hito ga iku tokoro wa doko de shoo (where would that Japanese person 
first go when visiting this college?)” (line 163) and instructed the students to think 
“stereotypically” (lines 159 & 160). This question forced the students to take up a 
viewpoint of being Japanese and think like the Japanese. 
Ms. Tanaka’s initial question “moshi kooiu nihonjin o mitara doo omoimasu ka 
(what do you think if you see a Japanese like this?)” (line 157) would have only allowed 
limited types of responses from the students. The options available for the students were 
either to critique or to affirm such behaviors. In other words, the students were asked to 
make judgments regarding the Japanese people’s behavior. If the students decided to 
critique, that could have potentially threatened Ms. Tanaka’s identity as a Japanese 
person. If the students decided to affirm the practice by saying something like “we do 
that, too,” then, it, in fact, would have been a challenge to the validity of the textual 
representation. Either way, the discussion would have developed in a way that Ms. 
Tanaka might not want to entertain. 
181 
Responding to Ms. Tanaka’s redirected question, Ms. Danaj answered, “a 
bookstore (line 164). Initially, Ms. Danaj took a critical stance toward the textual 
representation; however, by the end of the event, she learned to follow the teacher’s script 
in order to secure her classroom role as a t4good student.” Her answer was positively 
evaluated by Ms. Tanaka who ended the event by saying “...kono kyookasho no itteiru no 
wa, tsumari sooiu koto desu ne (this is what the textbook is saying)” (line 167). 
Discourse Practice 
What we can observe in this event is the fact that Ms. Tanaka was so caught up in 
making sure the students understood the reading material (drawing on the FL classroom 
learning that defines reading as literal comprehension) that she did not recognize her 
discursive act of perpetuating and promoting a stereotype of Japanese people. Or, she 
simply might not have seen any harm in promoting a stereotype. In any case, in this 
event, the locally sanctioned practice ratified the depiction of a cultural group in a 
stereotypical manner. At the same time, however, Ms. Tanaka did present individual 
differences in omiyage practice in Japan by sharing her personal story; therefore, 
acknowledged the heterogeneity that exists among Japanese people. 
The practice of presenting stereotypical images of a cultural group is not unique 
to this particular classroom. In fact, it is a practice that is often conducted in FL/L2 
classrooms (Kubota, 2004; Reagan & Osborn, 2002). In order to build a cross-cultural 
image between one’s country/people and the target country/people - in this case, 
“America/American” and “Japan/Japanese,” - emphasizing the uniqueness of certain 
cultural behaviors of the Other may be a necessary part of the FL instructional goal. 
However, what is often neglected in such a practice is the acknowledgement of 
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heterogeneity that exists in any cultural group. I will come back to this point when I 
discuss the social practice of discourse. 
Critical Moment 4 (April 10, 2002): 
“A bone to pick against Valentine’s Day.” (Ms. Eun) 
In this literacy event, the class was reading a paragraph that described St. 
Valentine’s day practices in Japan. The reading material depicted the day as a day when 
women in Japan gave chocolates to men who were not necessarily their significant others 
but were their casual friends, colleagues, and bosses. The reading material also 
introduced a day called “White day” - the Japanese creation of a complimentary day for 
Valentine’s day - when men return white-colored gifts to those women who had given 
them chocolates. The textbook author explained these customs as characteristic of the 
“gift-loving Japanese.” 
After Ms. Tanaka introduced the day’s topic, “Valentine’s Day,” to the class, she 
asked the students what they did on this year’s Valentine’s Day. Somewhat 
mechanically, Ms. Tanaka called on students’ names one by one as the previous student 
completed her answer in, usually, one sentence. Also, during this activity, Ms. Tanaka’s 
insistence on correct utterances was highly noticeable. She corrected each mistake that 
the students made - be it pronunciation, choice of verbs, use of particles, or grammatical 
structure. The students’ personal experiences on Valentine’s day were then framed as 
“American experiences” and used as a point of comparison when Ms. Tanaka posed the 
question “how about in Japan?” Then, Ms. Tanaka proceeded to the round-robin reading 
of the paragraph. 
After the paragraph reading, Ms. Tanaka instructed the students to “practice 
speaking” by discussing the “differences between Valentine’s day in the US and in 
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Japan.” She instructed the students to “compare and contrast” each country’s practice. 
During the activity, Ms. Tanaka moved around the class to listen to what the students 
were talking about, and to offer some help to students who needed assistance. She 
occasionally engaged in a short conversation with some pairs. When she resumed the 
whole class session, Ms. Tanaka called on a few students to “explain the differences” 
using the pattern of “in America ..., but in Japan....” All through these activities, the 
interactional structure was that of I-R-E, and the topic as well as turn allocations were 
tightly controlled by Ms. Tanaka. 
Within this lesson, the critical moment that I will discuss consists of three 
important discursive events: 
1) (Hi)story of Valentine’s day in Japan; 
2) Critiques of Valentine’s day in Japan as a sociocultural practice; and 
3) Teacher’s Coda. 
The critical moment in this literacy event was a manifestation of the interplay 
among the textual representations of one Japanese cultural practice (i.e., Valentine’s day 
practice), the students’ gendered identity and the teacher’s national identity. In this 
episode, several students problematized the Japanese Valentine’s day practices by 
drawing on multiple feminist discourses. Ms. Tanaka as a teacher, however, chose not to 
open up the floor for the feminist readings of the cultural practice and terminated the 
dialogic moment between the competing discourses. 
1) (Hi)story of Valentine’s Day in Japan: 
Ms. Tanaka learned during the paired activities that four students (Ms. Lin, Ms. 
Danaj, Ms. Eun and Ms. Hall) had studied about the Valentine’s day custom in a 
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Japanese history class the previous year. Therefore, after resuming the whole class 
lesson, Ms. Tanaka officially opened up the floor for these four students to share their 
knowledge about Valentine’s day. Ms. Tanaka tried to assign the speaking turn overtly to 
Ms. Eun and Ms. Hall (by calling on their names) and covertly to Ms. Danaj and Ms. Lin 
(with whom Ms. Tanaka engaged in small talk during the paired activity). 
187 Tanaka:anoo, nanika sakki kiitara, Eun-san to Hall-san mo kana? 
well something before if.heard Ms. Eun and Ms. Hall too I.wonder 
188 kyonen, E-sensei no kurasu de barentain dee ni-tsuite hanashi o shita n’ 
last.year Prof. E LK class in Valentine’s day about talking O did NOM 
desu ka? 
BE Q 
189 nani-ka omoshiroi koto ga arimasu ka? 
anything interesting thing S exist Q 
190 kurasu no min’na ni oshiete kudasai. 
class LK everyone IO teach please 
191 watashi mo shiri-tai desu. 
I too know-want.to BE 
192 don’na omoshiroi koto o naraimashita ka? 
what.kind interesting thing O learned Q 
193 Danaj: Eego de setsumee dekimasu ka. 
English in explain can.do Q 
194 Tanaka:Nihongo de dekimasu ka. 
Japanese in can do Q 
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195 Danaj: lie. 
no 
196 Tanaka:Chotto muzukashii desu ka. 
a.little difficult BE Q 
197 Lin: Watashi wa chotto wasuremashita. <laugh> 
I T a.little forgot 
198 Danaj: urn...it started because like. 
199 ah. a Japanese businessman was in France... 
200 and that the Japanese learned about the Valentine’s dav tradition from a Japanese 
company 
201 and someone like misunderstood the tradition 
202 and thev thought xxx= 
203 Lin: =It was a misprint= 
204 Danaj: =Yeah. 
205 and that’s how it came to Japan 
206 that onlv women give gifts on Valentine’s dav. 
207 and to make up for it. thev started the white dav. 
208 T: uuuuuun, a soo desu ka. 
mmm oh so BE Q 
Text Practice 
In this scene, first, Ms. Tanaka positioned the four students as “teachers” and 
herself as a “learner” by inviting them to share their knowledge about Valentine’s day in 
Japan with the whole class (lines 187-192). Immediately, Ms. Danaj asserted herself as 
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the representative of the selected students, and asked Ms. Tanaka for permission to speak 
in English (line 193). Ms. Tanaka attempted to have her speak in Japanese by asking if 
she could do it in Japanese (line 194). Ms. Tanaka’s utterance in line 194, “nihongo de 
dekimasu ka (Can you do it in Japanese?)” could be interpreted in two ways: an indirect 
request to tell the story in Japanese; or a question whether it is possible to tell the story in 
Japanese. I interpreted Ms. Tanaka’s utterance as a request intending to mean “I would 
prefer you do it in Japanese if you can.” Apparently, however, Ms. Danaj interpreted it 
as a question about her ability to do it in Japanese which lead her to negate it with a 
simple “iie (no)” (line 195). In the next turn (line 196), Ms. Tanaka tried to encourage 
her further by saying uchotto muzukashii desu ka (is it a bit difficult?).” To Ms. Tanaka’s 
encouragement, Ms. Lin responded that uwatashi wa chotto wasuremashita (I’ve 
forgotten [it] a bit)” with a short laugh. Ms. Lin’s laugher could be interpreted as a “face¬ 
saving” strategy (Brown & Levinson, 1987). In line 198, Ms. Danaj, without waiting for 
Ms. Tanaka’s sanction, quickly relayed in English her knowledge about the historical 
background of Valentine’s day in Japan. 
In this scene, there were shifts in both the medium of communication and the 
participatory roles. First, Ms. Danaj shifted the medium of communication from 
Japanese to English without Ms. Tanaka’s sanction. Second, with the display of her 
knowledge, Ms. Danaj assumed the position of authority as well as that of “knowledge 
holder,” and, in turn, Ms. Tanaka and the rest of the students were positioned in the role 
of listener and “knowledge receiver.” This role shift was, in fact, a mutual effort 
facilitated by both Ms. Tanaka and Ms. Danaj. Ms. Tanaka was willing to take up the 
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position of “learner” when she said, “watashi mo shiritai desu (I’d like to know that, 
too)” (line 191). 
In terms of the interactional control, there were power struggles between Ms. 
Danaj and Ms. Lin in this interaction. Ms. Danaj and Ms. Lin were two of the most vocal 
and linguistically competent students in the classroom. Although neither of them was 
directly addressed by Ms. Tanaka to speak for the class, they nevertheless readily took up 
the position of authority. Ms. Lin’s comment regarding her inability to remember the 
historical explanation (line 197) opened up the possibility for someone else to supply the 
information. Ms. Danaj took the turn and presented the explanation in English 
(beginning line 198). Although Ms. Lin made a small attempt to contribute to Ms. 
Danaj’s (hi)story (line 203), she was immediately latched on by Ms. Danaj. Ms. Danaj’s 
latching could indicate that she was not willing to yield the turn to Ms. Lin. This instance 
demonstrated Ms. Danaj’s strong determination for displaying her knowledge and 
completing her version of the story. 
Ms. Danaj’s use of the past tense verb has the effect of presenting the propositions 
as historical facts. Also, in order to demonstrate and maintain her authority, she did not 
use any modalities or hedging except in two instances when she used “like” (lines 198 & 
201). Ms. Danaj’s decision to speak in English may also be related to her sense of 
authority. I believe that she could have narrated the story in Japanese - or, at least mostly 
in Japanese. However, telling the story in English would have provided her with a sense 
of control over language (e.g., fluency, no concern for vocabulary or grammar), thus, 
made it easier for her to take a firm position of authority with confidence. 
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Ms. Danaj’s mode switch could also be an indication that there may be tension in 
conveying one’s own historically constructed knowledge - knowledge that was 
constructed through English, in this case — in a Japanese language classroom where the 
norm is to participate by using the Japanese language. I, even as a fluent native Japanese 
speaker, sometimes find myself not being able to relay an account in flawless Japanese 
when my knowledge had been originally constructed in English. 
Discourse Practice 
As evident in her attempt to engage students with their prior learning, Ms. Tanaka 
exercised a learner-centered practice. In this scene, the teacher’s dominant discourse was 
still in operation in spite of Ms. Tanaka’s invitation for the students to share their 
knowledge and her acceptance of the position of a quiet “listener.” First, this was a 
teacher-initiated and teacher-sanctioned practice. That is, only the teacher had the right 
to open up the space and allow this interaction to happen. Second, what was considered 
as valid knowledge, therefore, worth sharing and learning was determined by the teacher. 
In this case, Ms. Tanaka was seeking the “information” and “academic knowledge” that 
the students gained from a Japanese history class. She was not opening up the floor for 
students to talk about their personal opinions or thoughts regarding the Japanese 
Valentine’s day practices. This interpretation is supported by Ms. Tanaka’s comments 
during our interview (5/18/2002): 
Are wa kihonteki ni karera ga hoka no kurasu de naratta koto o share 
shiteta wake janai 1.. .kyookasho kara eta joohoo igai no mono ga source 
na wake janai? Dakara, iroirona joohoo-gen kara iron’na koto ga haitte 
kuru no wa ii koto da to omotta kara, ‘don don minasan shookai shite 
kudasai’ tte kanji tie...joohoo wa areba aruhodo ii tte iu imi de... 
[That was, basically, they were sharing what they had learned in another 
class, right? The source |of the information/knowledge\ was what they 
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gained outside of the textbook information, right? So, I thought that 
bringing in different information from various sources was good; I was 
like ‘please introduce [it = information] as much as you can.’...I mean, the 
more information, the better...] 
Her use of words such as “hoka no kurasu de naratta koto (things they learned in 
another class),” “joohoo (information),” “joohoogen (a source of information),” the 
English word “source” and “shookai suru (to introduce)” all seem to indicate that she was 
welcoming the knowledge (“information”) that the students gained from reliable 
“sources.” If she was encouraging the students to share their personal opinions or 
thoughts, I believe that she would have used words such as “kangae (ideas)” or “iken 
(opinions).” Therefore, although her presence was subtle, Ms. Tanaka was in control of 
what could be talked about in the classroom. 
An important discursive shift happened when Ms. Danaj resisted and ignored Ms. 
Tanaka’s attempt to have her speak in Japanese. Whereas Ms. Lin responded in Japanese 
to Ms. Tanaka’s request for speaking in Japanese and engaged in a short exchange for 
negotiation, Ms. Danaj took a risk and began speaking in English. One interpretation for 
this is that Ms. Danaj trusted that, based on their established relationship, Ms. Tanaka 
would not penalize her use of English. I derived this interpretation from my year-long 
observation. During the observation, I have never witnessed any occasions where Ms. 
Tanaka penalized or verbally reprimanded the students’ code-switching to English. The 
ways she tried to make the students speak Japanese were usually through “re-coding” 
what had been said by the student in English to Japanese and through her own consistent 
use of Japanese even when she was the only one who was speaking Japanese in the 
classroom. 
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2) Critiques of Valentine’s Day in Japan as a Sociocultural Practice: 
Immediately following the above scene, Ms. Eun captured the moment and began 
critiquing the Valentine’s day custom in Japan from a feminist perspective. The textbook 
authors’ (and perhaps Ms. Tanaka’s) representations of the Japanese Valentine’s day 
custom as a neutral sociocultural practice challenged Ms. Eun’s beliefs about gendered 
cultural practices - what’s fair and normal for women - and she problematizedthat by 
drawing on various types of feminist discourses. She was joined by Ms. Danaj and Ms. 
Lin. 
209 Eun: It was really really, like. 
210 even though there is a white day. 
211 it’s funny. 
212 that people who end up buying for the day are the wives of businessmen 
213 so. it’s women give it to men 
214 and women have to shop to give back to women. 
215 Danaj: There is also, like, this mother complex 
216 more like women have to take a superior role bv. child, giving stuff. 
217 like mother gives stuff to the children. 
218 It’s like a complex. <laugh> 
219 Tanaka: fuuuuuuuun. 
I.see 
220 Danaj: There are things like. 
221 veah. that women get power on. like. Valentine’s day 
222 because she is giving 
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223 
224 
225 
226 
227 
228 
229 
230 
231 
232 
233 
234 
235 
and they are receiving = 
Eun: =but only by the mother role 
Danaj: Yeah. 
Eun: That’s the only thing= 
Lin: =it also puts women in a lower role 
because the woman is obliged to give chocolate to like everyone, all the men 
in the work place. 
it’s kind of like, as a subordinate= 
Eun: =but men are not obliged to give back. 
Lin: Yeah. 
Danaj: This is why we were complaining last semester. <laugh> 
Tanaka: Aa, soo desu ka. 
oh so BE Q 
Eun: A bone to pick against Valentine’s day. 
Tanaka: Watashi wa zenzen shirimasendeshita. 
I T at.all know.did.not 
Text Practice 
At the beginning of this scene, Ms. Eun seemed to be hesitant about assuming the 
role of an authority. She began her statement slowly and in a low tone of voice. Unlike 
Ms. Danaj’s apparent assertion in assuming an authority role in the previous phase, Ms. 
Eun’s disjointed utterance and false start (including the shift in verb tenses from past to 
present) (lines 209 & 210) seem to indicate her uncertainty regarding whether or not this 
type of sociocultural critique is allowed within this classroom, and her testing of Ms. 
192 
Tanaka’s tolerance. However, as the other two students (Ms. Lin & Ms. Danaj) took up 
her feminist discourse and as their discourse gained momentum, these students took 
positions as “knowledge holders,” active “knowledge producers,” and “critics.” I should 
note that this is the only instance where the students openly voiced their critiques about 
Japanese sociocultural practices in this classroom during the year of my observation. 
In terms of interactional control, the three students dominated the floor. The turn¬ 
taking among them was very rapid, almost latching on to each other. Ms. Eun was 
particularly active in pushing her point to be heard and recognized. Notice her use of 
cohesive devices in lines 224, 226 & 230. In lines 224 & 230, she latched on to the 
previous speaker’s utterance with “but,” and reemphasized her point of unequal gendered 
sociocultural practice. Similarly, in line 226, she began her utterance with “that” used 
anaphorically to emphasize and to refer back to her previous statement, “only by the 
mother role” (line 224). 
As for the interpersonal function, although the three students were critiquing 
Japanese sociocultural practices, they did so while maintaining “solidarity” with their 
interactants (especially with Ms. Tanaka). Ms. Danaj’s explanatory remark to Ms. 
Tanaka, “This is why we were complaining last semester” which ended with laughter 
(line 232) and Ms. Eun’s comical concluding remark, “A bone to pick against Valentine’s 
day” (line 234) seem to suggest that they were careful not to violate Ms. Tanaka’s 
presumed authority. Their intention was not to challenge Ms. Tanaka’s ultimate authority 
as a teacher and as a Japanese cultural representative. Or, at least, they represented 
themselves in such a way. 
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Although I assume that the opinions presented by these students are their own (or 
if they are not, they apparently align themselves with the propositions), they never used 
“I” statements to claim ownership of the critiques presented. Instead, they presented their 
critiques in a factual manner by starting off their statements with agent-less themes such 
as “there is” (lines 215 & 220) and “it” (lines 209, 211, 218, 227 & 229). In other words, 
the students avoided framing the statements as personally invested critiques against the 
Japanese custom. By doing so, the students tried to maintain a good relationship with the 
teacher who was a part of the Japanese custom. 
Discourse Practice 
In this scene, drawing on feminist discourses, Ms. Eun took an “oppositional 
reading stance” (Kramsch & Nolden, 1994; Clark & Ivanic, 1997) against Japanese 
Valentine’s day practice (and White day practice) which was presented by the textbook 
authors as a neutral sociocultural practice. Her position was taken up by Ms. Danaj and 
Ms. Lin, and together these students jointly constructed alternative readings of Japanese 
sociocultural practices. As a consequence, the teacher discourse was diminished. 
The students took up the discourses of feminism on gender roles and presented 
“resistant readings” to the text. Their gender identities were challenged by the textual 
representation of women’s positions (or roles) in Japanese society resulting in a moment 
of conflict. The students resisted to be positioned in the subordinate role of women that 
the text discursively constructed for them. In order to assert their “positive” subject 
positions as women, the students drew on various feminist discourses to which they had 
access. As students at one of the leading women’s colleges in the US, the students in this 
classroom have been initiated into various forms of feminist discourses. 
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The feminist discourses that were drawn upon, however, were not a single, 
uniform discourse. I labeled them as: Socially-Constructed Gender Role (Women’s 
subordinate role) (lines 209-214); Socially-Constructed Gender Role (Mother’s superior 
role) (lines 215-218); Alternative Feminist discourse (Women’s liberation) (lines 220- 
223); and Feminist Critique (lines 224-230). They were, in fact, somewhat competing 
and conflictive. What is considered to be a “powerful” position - whether or not the 
position of “giving” (rather than “receiving”) endows women with power-was contested. 
Nevertheless, the students were challenging the illusions of gender equality and the 
masking of the power struggle between men and women implicated in Valentine’s day 
practice in Japan. Ultimately, drawing on their own versions of feminist discourses, the 
students were critiquing the subordinate status that Japanese women seem willing to 
assume in the name of traditional customs. 
The students were also aware of how much they could resist the teacher/ 
institutional discourse. In the end, therefore, it was necessary for the students to re¬ 
position themselves as “normal” “good students” who show deference to the teacher. In 
order to achieve that, Ms. Danaj and Ms. Eun ended the “sociocultural critiques” with 
explanatory disclaimers. 
3) Teacher’s Coda: 
With her comment, “watashi wa zenzen shirimasen deshita (I didn’t know that at 
all)” (line 235), at the end of the previous phase, Ms. Tanaka shifted the discourse from 
the students’ “sociocultural critique” to her own narrative. She began talking about her 
understanding of the “theories” as to how Valentine’s day started in Japan, then, she 
recalled a childhood anecdote of her own about Valentine’s day. Ms. Tanaka talked in an 
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animated fashion particularly when she was describing her feelings about Valentine’s day 
as a young girl. The students were listening attentively to Ms. Tanaka’s story. 
236 Tanaka: Watashi wa, ano, futatsu no “theory” o nihon de kiita-kotogaarimasu. 
I T well two LK O Japan in heard-have 
237 This is not academic at all, like. 
238 people talk about this. 
239 Hitotsu wa, “conspiracy” o, ano, chokoreeto no kaisha no “conspiracy.” 
one T O well chocolate LK company LK 
240 Chokoreeto no kaisha wa chokoreeto o uri-tai desu. 
chocolate LK company T chocolate O sell-want.to BE 
241 Ss: hai, hai. 
right right 
242 Tanaka: Dakara, “a, barentain dee choodoii desu.” 
So oh Valentine’s day perfect BE 
243 Dakara chokoreeto no kaisha ga barentain dee o kangaeta to iu 
so chocolate LK company S Valentine’s day O thought QT say 
conspiracy ga aru, tte iu no ga hitotsu. 
S exist QT say NOM S one 
244 De, moo hitotsu wa, ano, 
and another one T well 
245 dentooteki-ni nihon no on’na no hito wa, on’na no hito ga otoko 
traditionally Japan LK women LK person T women LK person S men 
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no hito ni “suki desu” to ill koto ga dekinai. 
LK person IO I.like BE QT say NOM S can.not 
246 demo, barentain dee wa ichinen ni ikkai no chansu desu. 
but Valentine’s day T one.year in once LK chance BE 
247 to iu hanashi mo kikimashita. 
QT say story too I.heard 
248 Dakara, watashi ga shoogakusee no toki, 
so I S elementary.school.student LK time 
chuugakusee no toki wa, barentain dee wa totemo taihen-na 
middle.school.student LK time T Valentine’s day T very.much difficult/hard 
hi deshita. 
day was 
249 Suki-na otoko no ko ga imasu. 
favorite man LK child S exist 
250 barentain dee desu. 
Valentine’s day BE 
251 “Doo-shiyoo, chokoreeto ageyoo kana, yameyoo kana, 
what-try.doing chocolate try.giving I.wonder try.not.doing I.wonder 
chokoreeto ageyoo kana, yameyoo kana, doo-shiyoo 
chocolate try.giving I.wonder try.not.doing I.wonder what-try.doing 
kana, doki doki doki doki” to iu hi deshita. 
I.wonder thump thump thump thump QT say day was 
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252 demo, saikin’ wa moo dare ni demo takusan ageru mitai desu kara, 
but recently T already anyone IO even many give seem BE because 
253 anmari kankee nai desu ne. 
much concern.noy BE IP 
254 hai, ii kanaa? 
okay good I.wonder 
255 jaa, sore ga barentain dee no hanashi de 
then that S Valentine’s day LK story is.and 
256 hai, chotto, eeto bunpoo. 
okay a.little well grammar 
Text Practice 
In this scene, Ms. Tanaka regained authority and interactional control, and 
concluded the “critical moment” by telling “folk theories” about the creation of the 
Valentine’s day tradition in Japan. By beginning her narrative with a marked theme of 
“watashi wa (“I” with the theme marker)” (line 236), Ms. Tanaka positioned herself in 
opposition to the students. One interpretation for this is that she was claiming her right to 
a particular reading of “reality” regarding Valentine’s day in Japan. 
Her choice of the word “theory” (said in English) (line 236) elevated her 
propositions almost to a “pseudo-scientific” level. Yet, immediately in the next couple of 
lines, she warned the students by saying in English, “it’s not academic, like, people talk 
about this” (lines 237-8). It is not clear why she decided to say this in English. I am 
certain that she could have said this in Japanese in a way the students would understand. 
It might be that she wanted to emphasize and clearly communicate the fact that her story 
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(the theory ) is not academic,’ but “people’s talk.” Ms. Tanaka’s discursive act of 
contrasting “academic” and “people’s talk” - thus, dichotomizing the two - highlights 
what she considers as valid knowledge. Her discursive act of drawing a line between 
“academic” and “people’s” knowledge, and particularly the way she apologetically 
framed her story as “people’s story,” seems to indicate her privileging of “academic” 
knowledge that is institutionally produced. 
When she told the students her folk theories, she took up the position of authority 
as a teacher and as a Japanese cultural representative. She used simple present tense 
verbs without any subjective modalities thereby presenting the propositions - “conspiracy 
theory” and women’s liberation from the tradition - as a categorical truth. On the other 
hand, when she talked about her feelings about Valentine’s day as a young girl, Ms. 
Tanaka talked in a dramatized way by mimicking her own childhood persona. Her 
intention for this seemed to be her desire for establishing solidarity with the students by 
taking up the child-like perspective. 
By saying, “watashi wa... ‘theory’ o... kiita koto ga arimasu (I’ve heard 
theories)” (line 236), “people (i.e., not I/we) talk about this” (line 238) and, again, 
“...hanashi mo kikimashita (I’ve heard the story)” (line 247), Ms. Tanaka situated herself 
outside of the discourses, thus, did not affirm the ownership of the propositions she 
presented. Also by ending her story with, “...saikin wa moo dare ni demo takusan ageru 
mitai desu... (...nowadays it seems that (people) give many (chocolates) to anybody)” 
(line 252), she maintained herself as an outsider of the current sociocultural practice of 
Valentine’s day in Japan. 
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The possible reasons why she positioned herself out of the discourses may be that 
she is currently living in the US and that she is older than many of the people who 
typically participate in the Valentine s day practice in Japan. Her concluding remark, 
moo... amari kankee nai desu ne (it doesn’t matter anymore)” seems to indicate that she 
may feel ambivalent as to which “theory” is operating in Japan. 
Discourse Practice 
In this scene, Ms. Tanaka produced a “hybrid” text (Solsken, Willett & Wilson- 
Keenan, 2000) drawing on two different genres: “lecture” and “personal narrative (story¬ 
telling).” The shifts in verb tense (between the present and the past tenses) clearly mark 
different genres, and the shifts in modality mark the shift in affinity (i.e., with the 
propositions) and solidarity (i.e., with the interactants). I interpreted this “hybridization” 
as a result of her internal dilemma. On one hand, Ms. Tanaka asserted her authority and 
resisted the students’ interpretations and critiques of sociocultural practices in Japan. On 
the other hand, she had a strong desire to maintain a friendly relationship with the 
students and not to disturb the harmonious learning environment. 
Ms. Tanaka did not open up the floor to discuss what was problematized by the 
students. Instead, as the only Japanese cultural representative in the classroom (besides 
myself), therefore, as the sole “legitimate” knowledge holder, Ms. Tanaka reasoned the 
Japanese practices of Valentine’s Day by drawing on “capitalist discourse” (lines 239- 
243) and “gendered national (alternative feminist) discourses” (i.e., “women’s 
liberation,” lines 245-246 & “personal pleasure/dilemma, lines 248-251). The students’ 
highly invested feminist critique that unexpectedly erupted seemed to have challenged 
Ms. Tanaka’s gendered national identity. In order to deflect the feminist issues 
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problematized by the students, first, Ms. Tanaka shifted the focus of the issue by drawing 
on the capitalist discourse. By doing so, the problem became “capitalism” in which 
social practices are dictated by corporate interests. Second, by drawing on the alternative 
feminist discourse, she presented a culturally situated interpretation of Valentine’s day in 
Japan which is seen as an occasion to “talk back” to Japanese patriarchal tradition. Third, 
she took up a position of an “insider” who had participated in the practice and presented 
the discourse of “personal pleasure and dilemma.” With these discursive moves, Ms. 
Tanaka capped the discussion of the Japanese Valentine’s day practice, and thus the 
dialogic moment of multiple discourses was terminated. 
Critical Moment 5 (May 1,2002): 
“Why is it written in Katakana?” (Ms. Eun) 
The class had been studying a textbook unit whose topic is “study abroad.” 
Instead of using a reading material from the textbook, Ms. Tanaka chose a short essay 
taken from a study abroad newsletter (AKP Dooshisha Ryuugaku Center, February 
2002). The author of the essay was a Japanese woman who hosted a student (named 
Zoey) from a US college. The essay was about her experience living with Zoey for a 
year. The essay described a snapshot of Zoey’s daily life and the author’s positive 
feelings about their life together. In order to make the reading material more accessible 
to the students, Ms. Tanaka retyped the essay providing furigana (kanji sounds) for new 
kanji and underlining new grammatical items. She also prepared a vocabulary list, a 
grammar explanation sheet and a sheet listing reading comprehension questions. Ms. 
Tanaka clearly put extra time and effort in order to make “real life” come into the 
classroom. 
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Later I found out from Ms. Tanaka that originally the author encoded all of 
Zoey’s utterances in the katakana script in the essay. In the process of reproducing the 
reading material for the purpose of the lesson, Ms. Tanaka decided to change Zoey’s 
utterances into a “normal” Japanese writing convention (i.e., a mixture of kanji and 
hiragana) leaving only one word, “daijoobu,” written in katakana. Ms. Tanaka also told 
me that the original essay had a small narrative section by the newsletter editor providing 
some contextual information about the essay (Interview, 5/18/2002). 
The katakana usage for Zoey’s word, “daijoobu” was a violation of a rule for 
writing conventions commonly taught in a JFL classroom. In JFL instruction, it is taught 
that katakana is used only for “loan words.” In many cases, contrary to the textbook 
explanations of writing conventions in Japanese language (i.e., hiragana for Japanese 
native words and katakana for “loan” or foreign words), katakana can be used to serve 
many purposes. Although katakana is mainly used for words borrowed from foreign 
languages (except the Chinese language), it is also used for mimetic words (i.e., 
onomatopoeia, and idiophone) as well as to indicate “emphasis” in a similar fashion as 
“bolding” or “underlining” would be used in the English language (Vance, 1987). The 
use of katakana words could also signal infusion of international concepts and “up-to- 
date” ideas. 
The words spoken by foreigners are sometimes encoded in the katakana script. 
This is one of the socioculturally sanctioned textual politics that highlights the “foreign¬ 
ness” of the words spoken by the non-Japanese. The likely implication of this textual 
politics is its “othering” effect that can be viewed as a result of Japanese people’s 
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discriminatory attitudes toward foreigners. In this case, the host-mother probably 
encoded Zoey’s words in katakana to make them sound “different” and “cute.” 
In this literacy event, the reading material’s “violation” of the katakana usage 
challenged Ms. Eun’s assumption regarding Japanese writing conventions and that led 
her to raise a question. Ms. Eun’s question, in turn, created a moment of tension for Ms. 
Tanaka as she did not want to discuss the political and ideological nature of katakana 
usage by the Japanese writer. Instead of engaging the students in the practice of 
“resistant reading,” Ms. Tanaka sought neutral explanations and ended the moment 
leaving the students puzzled about the usage. This critical moment illuminates the 
complex interplay among textual politics (i.e., katakana use), the students’ “FL learner” 
identity and Ms. Tanaka’s “teacher” identity as well as her “national” identity. 
[Beginning] 
In this scene, the students were working in pairs to talk about their understanding 
of the relationship between Zoey and her host-mother. As usual, Ms. Tanaka was 
walking around the classroom monitoring how the students were doing with the assigned 
task. 
When Ms. Tanaka was standing close to Ms. Eun during the paired work, Ms. 
Eun asked Ms. Tanaka “why is katakana used here?” in Japanese. Ms. Tanaka 
acknowledged Ms. Eun’s question and told her that they would talk about it later. Then, 
Ms. Tanaka moved away from Ms. Eun while Ms. Eun went back to the assigned task. 
1 Eun: Dooshite, koko de katakana o tsukaimashita ka? 
why here at katakana O used Q 
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2 Tanaka: Dooshite deshoo ne. 
why BE-tent IP 
3 Ato-de hanashimashoo. 
later try.talking 
Text Practice 
In this instance, Ms. Eun shifted her discursive position from the “object” to the 
“subject” and asked Ms. Tanaka a question, “dooshite koko de katakana o tsukaimashita 
ka (why, here [the author] used katakana!)” (line 1). I see Ms. Eun as shifting her 
subject position in this moment because Ms. Eun broke off from her role as a student who 
follows the teacher’s instruction - an “object” of the teacher discourse - to a self¬ 
regulating “subject” who raises her own topic of interest and initiates a dialogic moment. 
Clearly, the katakana encoding of Zoey’s word “daijoobu” created discord with Ms. 
Eun’s knowledge and assumptions about Japanese writing conventions. In this brief 
exchange, Ms. Tanaka positioned herself as a fellow reader of the text who shared the 
same concern with Ms. Eun (line 2). 
Discourse Practice 
This exchange shows that the students are allowed to ask questions at anytime in 
this classroom. The students usually did not hesitate to ask Ms. Tanaka a question. 
When a student asked a question during a paired activity, Ms. Tanaka usually attended to 
the question on the spot by engaging the particular student. If the question was judged by 
Ms. Tanaka as something that the rest of the students also needed to hear, Ms. Tanaka 
brought it up again during the whole class discussion. What was unique in this scene is 
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that Ms. Tanaka did not engage Ms. Eun’s question immediately and did not bring it up 
until a much later time (30 minutes later) in the lesson. 
In this scene, although she did not dismiss Ms. Eun’s question, she made it clear 
that it was not the right moment to talk about the issue, implicitly instructing Ms. Eun to 
go back to the assigned task. In other words, Ms. Tanaka was regulating when it was 
appropriate (and not appropriate) to discuss a given topic. It was probably a reasonable 
act considering the complexity of the issue (i.e., the difficulty to give a brief, ready-made 
answer) raised by Ms. Eun. Ms. Tanaka had her own instructional purpose in this activity 
(i.e., talking in pairs about the relationship between Zoey and her host-mother); therefore, 
she wanted Ms. Eun and her partner to accomplish the activity rather than to engage in a 
conversation which she knew she had to attend to at a later point 
[Discussion on katakana usage] 
After the paired activity, Ms. Tanaka conducted a whole class question-answer 
session to assess the students’ understanding of the described relationship between Zoey 
and her host-mother. At the end of the lesson, Ms. Tanaka officially introduced the 
question raised by Ms. Eun to the class and opened up the floor for a discussion. 
110 Tanaka: Sakki Eun-san kara shitsumon ga arimashita kedo, 
earlier Ms. Eun from question S raised but 
111 “Daijoobu” tte soko ni katakana de kaite-arimasu ne. 
daijoobu QT there at katakana in written.is IP 
112 Dooshite, kore katakana de kaite-aru n’ da to omoimasu ka? 
why this katakana in written.is NOM BE QT think Q 
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113 Eun: Nihongo de itte mo gaikokujin wa katakana o tsukaimasu ka? 
114 Tanaka: 
115 
116 Eun: 
117 Tanaka: 
118 
119 
120 
121 
122 
Japanese in say even foreigner T katakana O use Q 
un? 
huh 
gaikokujin wa? 
foreigner T 
gaikokujin no kotoba wa katakana o tsukaimasu ka? 
foreigner LK words T katakana O use Q 
Doo deshoo. minasan. 
how BE-tent everyone 
Ano, tashika-ni nihongo de gaikokujin no kotoba de katakana o tsukau koto 
well for.sure Japanese in foreigners LK words in katakana O use NOM 
ga arimasu. 
S exist 
don’na toki da to omoimasu ka? 
what.kind occasion BE QT think Q 
gaikokujin ga itta kotoba o katakana de kaku koto ga arimasu 
foreigners S said words O katakana in write NOM S exist 
don’na toki da to omoimasu ka? 
what.kind occasion BE QT think Q 
doo omoimasu ka? Chen-san? 
how think Q Ms. Chen 
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123 Chen: Wakarimasen. 
know.not 
124 Tanaka: Doo omoimasu ka? Minasan? 
How think Q everyone 
125 Don’na toki katakana o tsukau to omoimasu ka? 
what.kind occasion katakana O use QT think Q 
126 Zen: emphasis no toki. 
LK time 
127 Tanaka: emphasis? 
128 nan’ no emphasis desu ka? 
What LK BE Q 
129 Zen: ah... 
130 juuvoo-na kotoba o itta toki. emphasis no kotoba ni katakana o tsukaimasu. 
important words O said time LK words for katakana O use 
131 Tanaka: un, kamoshiremasen nee. 
132 Lin: 
okay may.be IP 
tabun, Zoey wa nihongo ga joozu ja-arimasen. 
perhaps Zoey T Japanese S skillful is.not 
133 Tanaka: joozu ja-arimasen? 
134 Lin: 
skillful is.not 
..kara. she didn’t sav it right? 
because 
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135 Tanaka: tadashiku? 
correctly 
136 Lin: tadashiku 
correctly 
137 Tanaka: iemasen. 
say.can.not 
138 Lin: iemasen. 
say.can.not 
139 Tanaka: un, soo kamoshiremasen ne. 
okay so may.be IP 
140 hoka no hito wa doo desu ka? 
other LK person T how BE Q 
141 ...dooshite katakana ni natte-imasu ka? 
why katakana in is Q 
142 ima, eeto, Zen-san wa emphasis, daiji-na kotoba desu kara, 
now well Ms. Zen T important words BE because 
143 Lin-san wa, tabun gaikokujin desu kara, tadashii hatsuon toka 
Ms. Lin T probably foreigner BE because correct pronunciation or 
iikata ja-arimasen. 
way.of.saying is.not 
144 hoka no hito wa? 
other LK person T 
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145 nanika arimasu ka? 
anything exist Q 
146 min’na on’naji? 
everyone same 
Text Practice 
Responding to Ms. Tanaka’s call for answers, Ms. Eun immediately took the 
position of an “authorized” speaker and reiterated her question emphasizing the fact that 
the word was said in Japanese hinting at textual politics (line 113). Even though Ms. 
Eun’s question was an important one and invested with some urgency, Ms. Tanaka 
insisted that she spoke in the correct grammatical structure (lines 114-115) thereby re¬ 
establishing the norms of production in a FL classroom. Similarly, Ms. Tanaka directed 
Ms. Lin to complete her statement in Japanese (lines 135-138). 
The most noticeable feature of this interaction is Ms. Tanaka’s repetition of the 
question (a total of 12 times in 46 lines). I interpreted this as a manifestation of her 
tension (nervousness) as well as her resistance to offering her version of the interpretation 
of the katakana use. One could argue that Ms. Tanaka was being a democratic and 
egalitarian teacher by providing a space for students to actively discuss the issue at hand. 
However, in regular circumstances, Ms. Tanaka does not usually wait this long before 
offering her own interpretations or answers. Judging from the manner by which she 
asked the questions - repeating them rapidly - they functioned almost as fillers rather 
than as genuinely providing a space for students to participate. 
In lines 118, 120, 125 and 141, instead of making clear who was the agent of the 
action - using katakana to describe the foreigner’s words - Ms. Tanaka spoke in agent- 
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less statements. Particularly her use of the intransitive verb, “naru (to become)” (line 
141) instead of the transitive verb, “suru (to do),” helped present the katakana usage as a 
natural process rather than an action deliberately done by a Japanese person with a 
particular intention. 
Ms. Zen and Ms. Lin offered their interpretations (lines 126-130 & 132-138, 
respectively) taking up the positions of “good student” and “knowledge producer” while 
the rest of the students remained silent. As we can see from Ms. Tanaka’s use of “kamo, 
(could be)” (lines 131 & 139), her responses to their interpretations were open-ended, 
leaving the interpretation process up to the students’ own meaning-making. 
Discourse Practice 
This interaction demonstrates that the dominant teacher discourse endows Ms. 
Tanaka with the right to decide when the appropriate time is to introduce a new topic. 
Although Ms. Eun originally posed the question, instead of authorizing Ms. Eun to 
introduce the question to the class, Ms. Tanaka decided to present the topic herself for a 
whole class discussion. Drawing on the discourse of FL classroom learning, Ms. Tanaka 
emphasized syntactical and lexical accuracy instead of facilitating a discussion where the 
ideational meanings could play primary importance. 
[Ending] 
In the end, having failed to elicit from other students possible reasons as to why 
katakana was used for Zoey’s word “daijoobu (it’s okay),” Ms. Tanaka began giving her 
own interpretations for why katakana was used. 
147 hai, eeto nee 
okay well IP 
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148 kono baai wa, kore mo watashi no kangae desu kedo... 
this case T this too I LK opinion BE but 
149 wakarimasen. 
know.not 
150 kaita okaasan ni kika-naito wakarimasen kedo 
wrote mother IO ask-if.not know.not but 
151 tabun, ryoohoo da to omoimasu. 
probably both BE QT I.think 
152 tabun hatsuon ga chotto nihonjin to chigau 
probably pronunciation S a.little Japanese.person from different 
tte iu no ga hitotsu. 
QT say NOM S one 
153 de, moo hitotsu wa, tabun, kono “daijoobu” tte iu kotoba wa, Zoey ga 
and another one T probably this daijoobu TQ say word T Zoey S 
takusan tsukau kotoba deshoo. 
frequently use word BE-tent 
154 dakara, tabun, ano, kono hoka no chiisai tokoro ni atta n’ desu kedo 
so probably well this other LK small place at was NOM BE but 
155 setsumee ni arimashita kedo 
explanation in was but 
156 kono uchi de Zoey wa “daijoobu” to iu kotoba o yoku tsukau soo desu. 
this home at Zoey T daijoobu QT say word O often use I.hear 
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157 dakara, otoosan mo okaasan mo saikin, “daijoobu” to issho-ni yoku 
so father and mother too recently daijoobu QT together.with often 
tsukau soo desu. 
use I.hear 
158 dakara, sono futatsu no imi ga aru to omoimasu. 
So that two LK meaning S are QT I.think 
159 watashi no kangae ne. 
I LK opinion IP 
160 hai, jaa, eeto. 
okay then well 
161 kore de koko wa yomimono owari desu kedo, 
this with here T reading.material end BE but 
162 nanika shitsumon ga arimasu ka. 
anything question S exist Q 
163 ii? 
okay 
Text Practice 
In this scene Ms. Tanaka was forced to take up the position of “information 
provider” as a teacher as well as the only Japanese cultural informant (except myself). 
Rather reluctantly, Ms. Tanaka began her explanations with a disclaimer emphasizing 
that it was her personal “opinion” (line 148). She finished the explanation by saying “my 
opinion” again (line 159). Ms. Tanaka’s frequent use of “tabun (perhaps)” (lines 151, 
152, 153, & 154), her comments of “wakarimasen (I don’t know)” (lines 149 & 150) and 
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the subjective framing of her propositions, “...to omoimasu (I think...)” (lines 151 & 
158) all contributed to make her explanations very elusive, and at the same time, open to 
the student’s conjectures. 
Instead of providing her own unique interpretations, she presented her opinions in 
the form of agreement with the students’ answers (i.e., answers provided by Ms. Zen & 
Ms. Lin). In order to support her interpretation that the word is encoded in katakana for 
the purpose of “emphasis,” she referred to the information provided in a small section in 
the original reading material to which the students did not have access (lines 154-157). 
By using the word “setsumee (explanation)” (line 155) as well as “...soo desu (I hear/it 
says),” Ms. Tanaka supported her claim that the katakana could have been used for 
“emphasis.” 
Regarding Ms. Tanaka’s interpretation that the katakana may have been used 
because “hatsuon ga chotto chigau ([Zoey’s] pronunciation is a bit different),” she 
simply stated that as a possible reason in a short, single sentence without any 
justifications or explanations as to why “different pronunciation” could be encoded in 
katakana. It appears that this is a point she did not want to expand any further. 
Discourse Practice 
In this scene, I observed a lack of coherence in Ms. Tanaka’s explanation. The 
original question was “on what occasions, do people use katakana to encode foreigners’ 
utterances?” Ms. Zen’s interpretation that it was used for “emphasis” (which Ms. Tanaka 
took up as a valid answer) is accurate; however, this textual practice does not apply only 
to “foreigner’s utterances” but to anyone’s utterances. That is, this answer did not 
213 
directly address the original question. Unconsciously or consciously, it seems that Ms. 
Tanaka moved the topic to a less controversial and less confrontational direction. 
In order to avoid discussing the political nature of textual practices and to avoid 
an uncomfortable moment that could possibly lead to a conflict, Ms. Tanaka also sought 
refuge in taking a relativistic stance. Ms. Tanaka explained the politics of written 
conventions as “personal” and “individual” choices by saying, “kaita okaasan ni kikanai 
to wakarimasen (I don’t know unless I ask the mother who wrote this fessay])” (line 
150). To make this statement, Ms. Tanaka seems to be drawing on the discourse of 
“authorial intentionality.” This discourse assumes that writers have a fixed set of beliefs 
or views that are clearly conceptualized and articulated all the time in their written texts. 
This discourse is also a guiding principle for the “comprehension model” of language 
teaching practice. As it is viewed that the author has a clear “intention” in writing a text, 
“the task of the reader becomes to know what the writer meant” (Wallace, 2003, p.10). 
Ms. Tanaka’s rather quick transition from this event to the next item on the lesson 
agenda seems to indicate that she was uncomfortable in extending the discussion any 
further. This interpretation is supported by the interview with Ms. Tanaka. During the 
interview, I recognized Ms. Tanaka’s multiple and conflictive identities that were 
implicated in this moment. She stated that she did not want to “rub in” the negative 
images of Japanese people and of Japan. At stake here was her national identity as a 
Japanese person. She did not want to invite a discussion about Japanese textual politics 
that could be interpreted as a racist or xenophobic attitude, or as exhibiting a Japanese 
feeling of superiority or uniqueness regarding their language and/or people. She also said 
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that she wanted to protect her students from being positioned as “foreigners” who spoke 
“differently” which often meant “wrong” accents. 
She explained the reasons why she changed the original text to a more “normal” 
text except for the word “daijoobu” in katakana as follows: 
I think it is unfortunate but is true that foreigners’ Japanese is different, and 
that Japanese people tend to point that out. When I first read that particular 
essay, seeing all of Zoey’s words in katakana, I felt very negative. I 
suppose that the person who wrote it simply thought that Zoey’s Japanese 
was “cute.” But as a Japanese language teacher, I thought that it was 
discouraging for the students to see their accents highlighted in that 
way...That’s why I changed her [the original text’s] words to “normal” 
Japanese. But as for “daijoobuit was explained that it became a sort of 
slogan in that family. I also noticed that students overuse the word by 
simply translating “I’m fine” from the English. I was planning on 
explaining it like that i/students probe it. But otherwise, I wasn’t gonna 
mention it. (Ms. Tanaka, Interview, 5/18/2002) 
As the script choice was explained as a purely personal choice, the moment for 
discussing the political function a language plays - which could have provided an 
opportunity for students to engage in resistant reading - was lost. This literacy event 
perpetuated and promoted the “normative” practice (i.e., “standard” language model & 
“native speaker” model) where prescriptive use of writing conventions was reinforced 
and the textual authority was ensured. 
Contrasting Cases 
The two literacy events that I will discuss as “contrasting cases” demonstrate 
some features of diversions from the regular teacher discourse. However, classroom 
interactions during these events seemed to create no tensions or conflicts. After 
conducting CDA, I have come to realize that one important aspect that differentiates 
these cases from the critical moments was that the interactions between the participants 
identities and the text (both written and oral) was affirming. In other words, the text did 
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not challenge nor threaten their desire to represent themselves in accordance with their 
sense of self. 
Contrasting Case 1 (April 17, 2002): 
“You don’t know what ‘silo’ is?!” (Ms. Linsey)... 
“If you don’t know what ‘silo’ is, please watch the movie ‘Witness’.” (Ms. Tanaka) 
In this literacy event the class was reading a paragraph about Hokkaido (an island 
in northern Japan) in a reading material entitled “Kokunai Ryokoo (traveling Japan).” 
The material was from their textbook. After reading the paragraph, Ms. Tanaka asked the 
class if they had any questions. Ms. Danaj raised her hand and asked her what the word 
“silo” meant. 
[Beginning] 
1 Tanaka: jaa, hai. 
then okay 
2 Hokkaido nitsuite. 
Hokkaido about 
3 Soko made ii desu ka? 
there until good BE Q 
4 Shitsumon arimasu ka? 
question exist Q 
5 Danaj: ‘sairo’ wa nan’ desu ka? 
silo T what BE Q 
There was nothing out of the ordinary in the beginning segment of this event. Ms. 
Tanaka was making sure that the students understood the paragraph which they had just 
read (lines 2-3). As was routinely done after the round robin reading of the reading 
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material, Ms. Tanaka solicited questions (line 4), and this time, Ms. Danaj asked for the 
meaning of a new word, “silo,” introduced in the material (line 5). 
[Description of Silo] 
As Ms. Tanaka began explaining the word “silo” to Ms. Danaj, Ms. Linsey 
interrupted Ms. Tanaka and directed the following exclamatory remark to Ms. Danaj in 
English: “You don’t know what ‘silo’ is!?” Ms. Linsey’s remark dramatically shifted the 
course of the interactions. 
6 Tanaka: Sairo? 
silo 
7 Sairo wa... 
silo T 
8 Linsey: You don’t know what Silo is!? 
9 Lin: It’s a big barn. 
10 Linsey: Oh my God! 
11 Lin: City people! 
(Ss & T: Laugh) 
12 Tanaka: Wisukonshin ni takusan arimasu ne. 
Wisconsin in many exist IP 
13Danaj: <laugh>Sumimasen. 
sorry 
14Linsey: It’s ...for corn or grain...xxx 
15 It’s really tall and like a dorm, like 
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16 And when you pay your xxx, you get in most cases an American flag to put on 
your Silos so that everybody knows that you paid for vour Silo. 
17Danaj: <laugh> 
18 Tanaka: Kooiu tatemono desu ne, tabun. 
/ 
this.kind building BE IP perhaps 
(drawing a picture on the board while Ms. Linsey was explaining) 
19 Duff: It’s just a big container. 
20 Linsey: uh huh, yeah. 
21 Duff: hollow containers 
22Linley: And it grinfc, like. f| you fall in a Silo, votbasically gonna get ground off to 
death. 
23Lin: oh. ouch! 
24Duff: You can also xxx brain grinding. 
25Linsey: Yeah. 
26Lin: Oh. okay. 
(Ss: laugh) 
27 Linsey: So. at least you won’t feel the pain. 
(Ss: laugh) 
28Danaj: How do you xxx 
29Linsey: Yeah, there is like, urn... like. 
30 well, there is a machine like a track type thing that has xxx goes up the belt. 
31 Up 
(Ms. Tanaka is still drawing a picture following Ms. Linsey’s descriptions) 
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32Lin: Wow! 
Ms. Linsey’s comment, “You don’t know what ‘silo’ is!?” (line 8), was said with 
a sense of surprise and with a slight tone of teasing Ms. Danaj. In the next turn, Ms. Lin 
gave a description of a silo in a sincere manner, maintaining a position of a “good 
student” and a “good peer” (line 9). From the way she said it (as a-matter-of-fact with 
some seriousness), I interpreted that Ms. Lin was following the script of regular 
classroom discourse. However, as is evident in the change of the medium of her 
utterance from Japanese to English, we can observe the beginning of a diversion from the 
discourse of FL classroom learning. 
Immediately following Ms. Lin’s short description of the word, Ms. Linsey 
uttered yet another exclamation “oh, my God!” in a dramatized manner (line 10). This 
encouraged Ms. Lin to go along with the playful mode thereby prompting her to label 
Ms. Danaj as “city people!” (line 11). This comment was met by laughter from both Ms. 
Tanaka and the rest of the students, Ms. Danaj included. This interaction was done in a 
playful, friendly manner; there was no ill intention to insult Ms. Danaj for her lack of 
knowledge about a silo. This interaction could have ended when Ms. Tanaka took the 
floor and said, “Wisukonshin ni takusan arimasu ne (there are many [silos] in 
Wisconsin)” (line 12) and when Ms. Danaj jokingly apologized for her lack of knowledge 
by saying, “sumimasen (I’m sorry)” (line 13). 
Without a pause, beginning line 14, Ms. Linsey began describing a silo in detail in 
English. Being from Wisconsin, Ms. Linsey must have taken Ms. Tanaka’s introduction 
of “Wisconsin” as a validation of her identity and her “insider” knowledge about silos. 
By demonstrating her knowledge about silos, Ms. Linsey took a position of authority and 
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gave detailed information. At this point, Ms. Tanaka stepped back toward the blackboard 
and began drawing a picture of a silo following Ms. Linsey’s descriptions. At this point, 
the interactional control, turn-taking structure, and the medium of talk completely shifted 
to a discursive pattern dominated by the students. 
In line 19, Ms. Duff, who was sitting next to Ms. Linsey, and who was her closest 
friend, joined Ms. Linsey. They took central stage in the classroom and began 
collaboratively delivering a comical story about a silo (lines 19-22, 24-25, 27, & 29-31). 
The rest of the students were listening to them attentively. Particularly, Ms. Lin 
participated cooperatively in the event by verbally responding to their story (lines 23, 26, 
31). 
During this interaction dominated by the students in English, Ms. Tanaka did not 
attempt to gain control; in fact, her act of drawing a picture of a silo on the side-line 
following the students’ talk contributed to the process of the students’ conversation. 
[Ending] 
After the students completed their detailed description of a silo, Ms. Tanaka 
introduced the topic of a movie called “Witness” by explaining that a silo was an 
important key to understanding the plot of the movie. 
33Tanaka:ano, nan’ da-kke? 
well what was-I.wonder 
34 Harrison Ford no eega? 
Harrison Ford LK movie 
35 de, eeto, Witness? to iu eega ga arimashita. 
and well Witness QT say movie S was 
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36 Shitteimasu ka, minasan. 
know Q everyone 
37 Sore wa, sairo ga detekuru? 
that T silo S appeared 
38 S?: hai. 
yes 
39Tanaka:detekimasu nee. 
appear IP 
40 De, koko ga pointo desu ne. 
and this S point BE IP 
41 S?: hai. 
yes 
42Tanaka:un. Hai. 
yeah okay 
43 Minasan, sairo o shiranai hito wa, Harrison Ford no wittonesu o mite kudasai. 
everyone silo O know.not person T Harrison Ford LK witness O watch please 
(Ss: laugh) 
44Tanaka:hai, chotto violent desu kedo. 
okay a.little BE but 
45 Demo, omoshiroi eega de. 
but interesting movie is.and 
46 Aamisshu no mura no hanashi desu. 
Amish LK village LK story BE 
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47 Hai, hokani wa? 
okay anything.else T 
48 Nanika shitsumon ga arimasu ka? 
Anything question S exist Q 
49 Ii? 
okay 
In this scene, Ms. Tanaka regained the interactional control. She also shifted the 
medium of the students’ talk back to Japanese as seen in the students’ responses in lines 
38 and 41. By sharing the knowledge of the word, “silo,” derived from her own personal 
experience - in this particular case, a movie - Ms. Tanaka implicitly validated the 
process of meaning construction based on world knowledge. Taking up a topic from 
contemporary popular culture - movie - also seems to signal that Ms. Tanaka was 
actively trying to relate to the students on a personal level by representing herself as, 
perhaps, a “peer” or a “friend.” 
Throughout this event, Ms. Tanaka used a somewhat casual register, which was 
different from the one she regularly used when she was in the teaching mode. Although 
the students interrupted her utterance, changed the medium of talk from Japanese to 
English without her sanction, and engaged in a prolonged conversation that was outside 
of her agenda, Ms. Tanaka exhibited no tension or conflict. She was engaged and 
satisfied with what was happening in the classroom; in fact, she joined in explaining 
“silo” with other students by sharing her personal knowledge. 
The difference between this moment and the five critical moments was the fact 
that the topic was an object - a silo - which did not challenge anyone’s identity. 
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Although Ms. Lin made a reference to an element of Ms. Danaj’s identity (“city people”) 
- which could have potentially challenged Ms. Danaj’s identity - as Ms. Danaj was proud 
to be a city girl (mentioned in another occasion; fieldnote, 1/29/2002), this reference did 
not create a conflict. There was a harmony between the discourses that Ms. Tanaka and 
the students took up. Both seemed to be drawing on, what I named as, a discourse of FL 
learning as community practice which values and promotes the development of a sense of 
classroom community. 
This moment exemplifies Ms. Tanaka’s willingness to open up a space for 
students to engage in conversations of their choice and to speak in English as long as the 
topic at hand does not invoke conflict and provides a moment to share a common 
understanding of an event. 
Contrasting Case 2 (April 8,2002): 
“A glee club at the Navy college, huh?” (Ms. Tanaka) 
“It is famous!” (Ms. Danaj) 
“Was there anything fun this weekend?” Ms. Tanaka began the lesson with this 
question. Ms. Danaj giggled happily and that made Ms. Tanaka also laugh. As if to 
explain Ms. Danaj’s giggling, Ms. Lin reported that there was a party in her dormitory. 
This event started off as “business-as-usual.” It was just one of those “pre-lesson” 
talks that Ms. Tanaka regularly conducted before starting her “official” lesson. What was 
noteworthy about this particular event was its length: it continued for 20 minutes. My 
fieldnote written during this event indicated my feeling of uneasiness: “This conversation 
is going on too long. It’s been almost 20 minutes. I wonder why she (Ms. Tanaka) is 
doing this...” (fieldnote, 4/8/2002). Even though Ms. Tanaka invited the interaction by 
posing the question, it was unlikely that she expected this conversation to last for so long. 
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In this particular event, there was no reading material that was used for a “reading 
lesson.” However, I do consider this episode as a literacy event because the interaction 
demonstrated discursive features and mediums (e.g., written symbols) that are 
characteristic of other types of literacy events. This event served to promote the 
development of vocabulary, review grammatical structures and develop other skills that 
are important in order to perform “story-telling” - a genre that is commonly associated 
with “literate” behavior (Heath, 1993; Gee, 2003, personal communication). 
[Phase 1] 
1 Tanaka: shuumatsu nanika tanoshii koto ga arimashita ka? 
weekend anything fun NOM S there.was Q 
(Danaj giggles happily) 
2 Lin: takusan arimashita. 
a.lot there.was 
3 Tanaka: takusan arimashita ka? 
a.lot there.was Q 
4 Lin: hai. 
yes 
5 Tanaka: Lin-san, nani ga arimashita ka? 
Ms. Lin what S there.was Q 
6 Lin: watashi no ryoo ni* paatii ga arimashita. ((incorrect particle use)) 
I LK dorm at party S there.was 
7 Tanaka: ryoo de*. ((corrects the particle)) 
dorm at 
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8 a, soo desuka. 
oh so BE Q 
9 paatii wa tanoshikatta desu ka? 
party T fun.was BE Q 
10 Lin: hai, yokatta desu. 
yes good.was BE 
11 Tanaka:un, soo desu ka. 
okay so BE Q 
12 hokani wa? 
any.other T 
13 Zen-san? 
Ms. Zen 
14 Zen: Wilson ni* paatii ga arimashita. ((incorrect particle use)) 
Wilson at party S there.was 
15 Tanaka:Wilson de*. ((corrects the particle)) 
Wilson at 
16 Zen: de*, paatii ga arimashita. ((corrects the particle)) 
at party S there.was 
(Ms. Tanaka wrote on the blackboard: ni vs. de.) 
17 Takusan eega o mimashita. 
many movie O watched 
(lines 18-32: Ms. Tanaka conducts a grammar lesson on difference between the particles, 
ni and de.) 
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33 Tanaka:jaa, shuumatsu hokani wa nanika tanoshii koto ga arimashita ka? 
then weekend any.otherT anything fun NOM S there.was Q 
34 Danaj: sore ni united states no naval academy no otoko no gakusee ga kimashita 
that IO LK LK man LK student S came 
kara, paatii wa motto tanoshikatta desu. 
because party T more was.fun BE 
35 Tanaka:a, soo desu ka <laugh>. 
oh so BE Q 
36 sono otoko no gakusee ni atta hito? 
that man LK student IO met person 
(Ms. Danaj & Ms. Zen raise their hand) 
37 futari? 
two.people 
38 Danaj: Lin-san mo. 
Ms. Lin too 
39 Tanaka:Lin-san mo? 
Ms. Lin too 
40 Lin: a, miru dake deshita*. ((wrong verb conjugation)) 
ah see only was 
41 Tanaka:a, soo desu ka. 
Oh so BE Q 
42 Danaj-san, sono otoko no gakusee wa doo deshita ka? 
Ms. Danaj that man. LK student T how was Q 
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43 Danaj: totemo, gentleman?...gentleman-like. 
very.much 
44 Tanaka:totemo, ‘shinshi desu’ to iimasu. 
very.much shinshi BE TQ say 
45 totemo, shinshi? 
Very.much shinshi 
46 Danaj: hai, datta. 
yes was 
47 Tanaka:yasashikatta n’ desu ka? 
gentle.was NOM BE Q 
48 Danaj: hai. 
yes 
49 Tanaka:a, soo desu ka. 
oh so BE Q 
(Danaj laughs) 
50 ureshisoo desu nee, Danaj-san. 
happy seem BE IP Ms. Danaj 
51 Zen-san wa doo deshita ka? 
Ms. Zen T how was Q 
52 Zen: kono hito wa watashi no ryoo ni sun’de-imasu. 
this person T I LK dorm in living-is 
53 Tanaka:ee!? Sun’de-irun’ desu ka? 
what living-is NOM BE Q 
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54 Zen: hai. 
yes 
55 Tanakaitomatta n’ desu ka? 
stayed NOM BE Q 
56 Zen: a, tomattan’ desu. 
oh stayed NOM BE 
57 Tanaka:aa, bikkuri-shita! 
oh surprised-I.was 
In the above segment, drawing on the discourse of FL classroom learning, Ms. 
Tanaka maintained and exercised her position as a teacher by asking the students to 
correct the grammatical structures of their utterances (lines 7 & 15) and by asking them 
to clarify their utterances (lines 47 & 53-56). She also helped with vocabulary when a 
student was struggling (lines 44-45). Ms. Tanaka was attentive to what the students said 
and developed the conversation by introducing a new topic that she picked up from the 
students’ utterances. By providing her reactions to the students’ utterances in a teasing 
manner (lines 52 & 62), Ms. Tanaka was actively constructing a friendly classroom 
environment. 
The students (Ms. Lin, Ms. Zen & Ms. Danaj in this particular scene) also 
participated in the conversation cooperatively. Building onto what was said by the 
previous speaker, each student contributed in developing a coherent story. 
[Phase 2] 
Following the above scene, Ms. Linsey raised her hand high up asking for a turn. 
Ms. Linsey was one of the linguistically weakest students in the class. Under regular 
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circumstances, she rarely volunteered to answer Ms. Tanaka’s questions or to offer 
comments. When she did, she gave the simplest answers possible and, without'putting in 
much effort, and she would switch freely from Japanese to English. During this event, 
however, she played a major role in constructing the story and tried her best to speak in 
Japanese with occasional code-switching to English. 
72 Tanaka: hai? (to Ms. Linsey) 
yes 
73 Linsey: um...watashi wa, otoko no naval academy no otoko no hito... to aimashita. 
I T man LK LK man LK person with met 
74 Atte, aite*, atte, Curtis-san (i.e., her boyfriend) ni otoko no hito, 
met.and met.and rnetand Mr. Curtis IO man LK person 
((incorrect verb conjugation, but immediately self-corrects it)) 
75 urn...How do you say to get into fight? 
76 Ss: Oh. no!<laugh> 
77 Tanaka:Chotto, mat-tee! 
a.little wait-please 
78 Curtis-san, kono shuumatsu, Curtis-san wa Stanton daigaku= 
Ms. Curtis this weekend Ms. Curtis T Stanton college 
79 Linsey: =hai= 
yes 
80Tanaka:=ni ita n’ desu ka? 
at was NOM BE Q 
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81 Linsey: urn...West Point to Naval Academy ...um...wa, rivalry desu. 
and T BE 
82 Tanakarun, raibarukoo. (writes the word ‘raibarukoo’ on the board) 
right rivalry.school 
83 Lin & Danaj: (laugh looking at the word) 
84 Tanaka:gakkoo no ‘koo’ ne. 
gakkoo (school) LK koo IP 
85 Raibarukoo, raibaru no gakkoo desu. 
rivalry.school rivalry LK school BE 
86 Linsey: raibarukoo... desu kara, watashi wa...um...to fight? 
Rivalry.school BE because I T 
87 Lin & Danaj: kenka suru. 
fighting do 
88 Linsey: kenka shi-miru*, shi-mitai*. 
fighting do-see do-see-want.to 
((having hard time conjugating verb to mean “want to see”)) 
89 I wanted to see them fight. 
(Ss: laugh) 
90Tanaka:un, ja. make them fight wa nan’ desu ka. 
okay then T what BE Q 
91 Kenka? 
fighting 
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92 Linsey: kenka 
fighting 
93 Danaj: saseru 
cause.do 
94 Tanaka: un, saseru (writes on the board) 
right cause.do 
95 De, I wanted dattara? 
and if.was 
96 Kenka sase? 
fighting cause.do 
97 Ss: tai 
want 
98 Tanaka:un, past tense 
right 
99 Ss: takatta. 
wanted 
100 Tanaka:un, kenka sase-takattadesu. 
right fighting cause.do-wanted 
101 un, demo, kenka shimashita ka? 
right but fighting did Q 
102 Linsey: iie. 
No 
(continues) 
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A major incentive for Ms. Linsey to participate in constructing the story was the 
topic of “male students in the Naval Academy” (introduced by Ms. Danaj in the previous 
scene in line 34). Ms. Linsey had a boyfriend, Curtis, who studied at another military 
school (West Point). She once brought him to the class as a guest and everyone knew 
about him. Ms. Linsey’s active participation in this event demonstrated that she had a 
strong desire to describe the encounter between her boyfriend and students from the 
Naval Academy at the party. More importantly, Ms. Linsey, who usually remained silent 
in class because of her limited linguistic knowledge, must have felt that she had 
knowledge (i.e., about military schools) that she could offer to the class in this event. 
This event provided her with an opportunity to shift her subject position from the 
“passive listener” to the “active knowledge provider.” 
Ms. Linsey’s code-switching from Japanese to English indicated her requests for 
linguistic help (lines 75, 86 & 89). When that happened, Ms. Tanaka used the moment to 
provide a new vocabulary word to the whole class (line 81) or to conduct a grammar 
review involving all of the students (lines 90-100). It was not only Ms. Tanaka who 
offered help, however. Other students (in this case, Ms. Lin & Ms. Danaj) also helped 
Ms. Linsey by offering words to complete her story in Japanese (lines 87). 
[Phase 3] 
After Ms. Linsey completed her story, Ms. Tanaka picked up the topic of 
“students from the Naval Academy and West Point” and introduced a new topic for a 
conversation: The “exchange” (i.e., school relationships) between Stanton and military 
schools. 
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152 Tanaka 
153 Danaj: 
154 Tanaka: 
155 Danaj: 
156 Tanaka: 
157 Danaj: 
158 Tanaka: 
159 Danaj: 
160 Tanaka: 
161 Lin: 
demo, anoo, kaigun daigaku, sorekara, uesto pointo no gakusee wa, 
but well Navy college and West.Point LK students T 
Stanton daigaku to yoku kooryuu, exchange, ga arimasu ka. 
Stanton college with often exchange S there.is Q 
Glee kurabu desu kara, kaigun daigaku kimashita. 
glee club BE because Navy college came 
a, soo desu ka. 
oh so BE Q 
hai. 
yes 
t 
kaigun daigaku no glee kurabu desu kaa. <laugh> 
Navy college LK glee club BE Q 
yuumee desu. 
famous BE 
e? 
huh 
yuumee desu. 
famous BE 
yuumee desu ka? 
famous BE Q 
sorekara Stanton daigaku, glee kurabu mo, Anapolis ni iku tsumori desu. 
and.then Stanton college glee club too IO go intend BE 
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162 Tanaka: a, soo desu ka. 
oh so BE Q 
163 demo, kaigun tte iuto, glee kurabu wa chotto imeeji ga... 
but Navy QT if.say glee club T a.little image S 
(Ss: laugh) 
164 amari arimasen nee. 
much exist.not IP 
165 a, soo desu ka. 
oh so BE Q 
(continues) 
215 Tanaka: 
216 Lin: 
217 Tanaka: 
218 
ano, kaigun daigaku no gakusee wa, Stanton daigaku ni, Stanton daigaku 
well Navy college LK student T Stanton college 10 Stanton college 
no gakusee ni nin’ki ga arimasu ka. 
LK student IO popular S is Q 
soo desu ne. 
so BE IP 
watashi no imeeji wa, Stanton daigaku no gakusee wa totemo riberaru da, 
I LK image T Stanton college LK student T very.much liberal BE 
to iu imeeji ga arimasu. 
QT say image S exist 
de, kaigun daigaku no gakusee wa totemo tabun conservative desu ne. 
and Navy college LK students T very.much perhaps BE IP 
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219 de, kaigun daigaku to Stanton daigaku to iuto nan’ka kenka 
and Navy college and Stanton college QT if.say somehow fighting 
o shi-soona imeeji ga arimasu kedo 
O do-seem image S exist but 
(Ss: laugh) 
220 Lin: Students xxx reallv conservative students xxx 
221 Tanaka: Un? 
huh 
222 Lin: a, riberaru no aru gakusee to conservative no aru gakusee mo iru 
oh liberal LK have students and LK have students too exist 
kara= 
because 
223 Linsey: =Also. they don’t get out much. 
224 Lind & Danaj: (overlapping talk, incomprehensible) 
225 Linsey: They go nuts. 
(Ss: laugh) 
226 Danaj: kaigun daigaku de on’na no ko ga imasen. 
Navy college at woman LK child S exist.not 
227 Stanton daigaku de otoko no ko ga inai kara 
Stanton college at man LK child S exist.not because 
totemo tanoshikatta <laugh> 
very.much was.fun 
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228 Tanaka: a, soo desu ka <laugh> 
oh so BE Q 
229 yokatta desu ne. 
was.good BE IP 
230 Lin: demo, shitsumon ga arimasu. 
but question S I.have 
231 Linsey san wa dooshite West Point to Stanton daigaku to kyooyruu* ga 
Ms. Linsey T why West Point and Stanton college exchange S 
aru to omoimasu ka. ((incorrect pronunciation)) 
exist QT think Q 
232 Tanaka: kooryuu. ((provides the correct pronunciation)) 
exchange 
233 Lin: Kooryuu? 
exchange 
(continues) 
236 Lin: Whv. vou know. like, those guvs are alwavs coming here? <laugh> 
237 Linsey: There are ...takusan’ kappuruzu ga imasu, arimasu*. ((incorrect verb)) 
many couples S exist exist (inanimate) 
238 We don’t get out much: thev don’t get out much. 
239 Lin : That’s true. 
(Ss: laugh) 
240 Linsey: Whv not!? 
(Continue 21 more turns) 
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The interactional pattern in this scene was very different from the one when they 
(both the teacher and the students) were following the dominant teacher discourse. One 
of the most important features of the interaction in this scene is the shift in the location of 
“knowledge” (from the teacher to the students). Ms. Tanaka’s questions (lines 152 & 
215) were truly open-ended and that sought information about the students’ life. Ms. 
Tanaka, therefore, positioned the students as “knowledge holders.” Ms. Danaj and Ms. 
Lin immediately took up this position and provided an answer for Ms. Tanaka (lines 153 
& 216). 
The shift in the location of “knowledge” also brought in a shift in the power 
relationships; that is, the teacher as a “knowledge receiver” and the students as 
“knowledge providers.” For example, when Ms. Tanaka indicated her feeling of surprise 
or amusement for the incompatibility (in her view) between the Navy college and a glee 
club in line 156 (evident in her laughter and her elongation of “Aa” with a falling 
intonation), Ms. Danaj asserted that the Navy college was “famous” for its glee club as if 
to contest Ms. Tanaka’s misconceived image of the school. Similarly, in lines 217-219, 
when Ms. Tanaka talked about her “images” of both schools - Stanton college and the 
Navy college as “liberal” and “conservative” respectively - and told the students that in 
her mind they were not compatible (“kenka o shisoo (they may fight)”), Ms. Lin took the 
floor and informed Ms. Tanaka that “there are both liberal and conservative students” 
(line 220 & 222). Ms. Danaj and Ms. Lin, in fact, were “correcting” Ms. Tanaka’s biased 
perceptions. 
Unlike the regular interactional pattern that often evoked a feeling of mechanical¬ 
ness, this interaction gave a sense of genuineness of communication. It also 
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demonstrated the equality in participatory structure. Ms. Tanaka’s questions and 
comments all seemed to be sincerely posed and her involvement in error corrections and 
enforcement for the use of Japanese were almost nonexistent - except for her use of the 
vocative “un?” in line 221 which can be interpreted as her subtle assertion for the use of 
Japanese. The students readily answered Ms. Tanaka’s questions (lines 153 & 216), 
commented on her utterances (lines 157, 159, 220, & 222), and built on each other’s 
comments (lines 161 & 223-227). 
Ms. Lin’s self-initiated question personally addressed to Ms. Linsey (line 230) 
was also noteworthy. This type of open interaction between or among the students was 
extremely rare in the classroom. When Ms. Tanaka wanted to encourage the student-to- 
student interactions, she usually had to play a central role by posing a question such as 
“does anyone have a question to Ms. X?” Ms. Lin asked for Ms. Linsey’s opinion about 
the exchange between Stanton and West Point by positioning Ms. Linsey as the 
“authority,” a position that was mutually established through the interactions. In other 
words, Ms. Linsey’s shift in her subject position that we observed in the previous scene 
was affirmed by her classmates. Ms. Linsey willingly took up the position and shared her 
opinion with the class. Although both Ms. Lin and Ms. Linsey sought a refuge in English 
in order to communicate clearly, we can still observe some effort from both parties to 
speak in Japanese. 
In spite of the length of the conversation, Ms. Tanaka did not attempt to close the 
moment; in fact, at several points when the conversation came near to completion, she 
posed follow-up questions (e.g., lines 152 and 215) that further encouraged the 
conversation to continue. Similar to contrasting case 1, this event also exemplifies Ms. 
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Tanaka’s willingness to open up a space for the students to engage in a conversation - 
even if the event is not on her agenda, and even if it may be lengthy - as long as the 
topics remain on a social, friendly terrain. 
Social Practice of Discourse 
I have so far presented two levels of analysis - “text practice” and “discourse 
practice” — implicated in the literacy events in the Japanese II classroom. In so doing, I 
have illuminated the dialectic relationships between the use of language (“discourse”) 
and discourses (“Discourses”). The use of language is shaped by the multiple discourses 
(“Discourses”) available to those professionals in the FL field, and the use of language 
supports the legitimacy of those discourses (“Discourses”). I have also highlighted the 
importance of attending to the issues of identity and power relations when investigating 
the processes of text production (i.e., how students and teachers discursively participate 
in the interactions) and interpretation (i.e., how students and teachers make sense of what 
is going on). 
In this section, I will shift the focus of the analysis to the next dimension - the 
“social practice” of discourse. My aim here is to present a social analysis of the literacy 
events and to discuss how the “social practice” of discourse shapes and is shaped by the 
nature of literacy practice (Fairclough, 1992b). Through this, I attempt to highlight how 
“discourse systematically constructs human subjects, versions of ‘reality,’ land] relations 
of power and knowledge” (Luke, 2002, p. 104). 
The discussion I present here is based on my analyses of the critical moments and 
the contrasting cases discussed above. In thinking about the social and ideological effects 
of the dominant discourses in the Japanese II classroom, I will highlight two major 
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discursive forces that were in operation: 1) Reproducing the normative practices, and 2) 
constructing the “Other.” In terms of the social effects of counter-discourses, I will 
discuss 1) Challenging the textual representations, and 2) asserting and affirming world 
knowledge as communal resources. I decided to highlight these discursive forces 
because they are often very much a part of “common sense” practices, thus they are 
highly invisible and unchallenged. Explicitly discussing these discursive practices would 
provide us with a way to think about alternative practices that may be more educationally 
sound and possibly empowering for both the teacher and the students. 
Social Effects of Dominant Discourses 
Reproducing the Normative Practices 
Many of the literacy events in the classroom facilitated the reproduction of several 
forms of “normative” sociocultural and institutional practices that are considered as 
“appropriate,” “true,” “legitimate,” and “valid.” First and foremost, most of the literacy 
events helped in constructing and regulating “how to do school” in foreign language 
learning. With explicit linguistic choices (e.g., overt instructions, evaluations, etc.) as 
well as implicit language uses and interactional patterns, both Ms. Tanaka and the 
students enacted their assigned social and institutional roles within the classroom. 
Predominantly, those assigned roles were “teacher” and “student” respectively. The 
underlying premise for taking up each role is a “common sense” shared belief regarding 
unequal power relations between the authorities (that is, the textbook authors and the 
teacher) and the students. 
Everyday classroom interactions clearly demonstrated that the institutional power 
was assigned to the teacher and to the textbook, and that both “authorities” were regarded 
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as a source of knowledge. It seems reasonable to expect a “native” speaker of Japanese 
and the authors of a widely distributed textbook to be regarded as “authorities.” A 
measure of trust in these authorities is needed to suspend challenges and to ensure 
cooperation from students in order to sustain orderly classroom practices. Yet, teachers 
and students both know that textbooks and teachers are not infallible. This contradiction 
becomes salient in certain interactions during the classroom practices. 
A particularly illuminating example is Critical Moment 2 (“This is different from 
my experience.”) during which the class talked about the differences between the school 
lives of American and Japanese students. In that event, despite the objections raised by 
some students, Ms. Tanaka concluded the event with her comment, “your experiences 
may not be so different from the textbook depictions.” This discursive act perpetuated 
the belief that the information provided in the reading material was the “truth.” The 
institutional power assigned to the teacher and to the text authors enabled them to make a 
truth claim and consequently that may have worked to devalue and marginalize the 
students’ lived experiences. 
Many of the students’ fundamental beliefs and trust in the linguistic and 
sociocultural information described in the textbook as “truth” surfaced during the 
interviews when I asked them about their views regarding the functions the reading 
materials had in learning Japanese. I have no intention of suggesting that the textbook 
information is “false”; I am concerned, however, that the students tend to obediently 
believe anything and everything that has been written simply because it is a foreign 
language textbook, an “over-deferent stance” towards texts as Wallace (1992, p.61) calls 
it. Or, probably, the students know that the authorities may not always be presenting 
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“truth”; they may know that reading texts are created by a particular author and are 
invested with his/her beliefs, values, worldviews, and so on. Yet, they suspend their 
critical perspectives about reading materials within the FL classroom context. In order to 
become critical readers of words and of the world, it is necessary for students to begin the 
practice of critical reading in the FL classroom with the support of a teacher who is 
prepared to do so. 
Second, many literacy events reproduced the discourse, or ideology, of the 
“standard” language as “appropriate” across historical, geographical, political and 
sociocultural contexts. Critical Moment 1 (“That’s sexism, isn’t itV) is a good example 
that demonstrates this point. During the event, Ms. Tanaka drew on the discourse of 
“standard” language and provided the students with prescribed rules for gendered 
language options. As was discussed earlier, the Japanese language certainly has 
linguistic markers that are gender-related. However, the use of such gendered markers is 
neither static nor fixed (e.g., Bergvall, Bring & Freed, 1996; Kitagawa, 1995; Kobayashi, 
1993; Raynolds-Akiba, 1990; Okamoto & Sato, 1992; Okamoto, 1995, 1997; Takasaki, 
1993; Usami & Endo, 1995). 
The use of gendered markers varies and is negotiable depending on multiple 
factors such as the speaker’s age, the geographical location where the speaker is from, the 
speaker’s level of education and social class, and his/her desire in representing who s/he 
is within a particular sociocultural and interactional context. For example, Tsujimura 
(1996) states that “there is an apparent increasing tendency for female speakers, 
particularly those of the younger generation, to use more readily words and particles that 
have been described as characteristic of male speech” (p.380; also, Okamoto & Sato, 
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1992; Okamoto, 1995). The gender-related markers are “social conventions” from which 
language users can diverge in order to create “social meaning” (Matsuda, 2001). 
Textbooks, however, rarely reflect emerging research findings about such language 
change (Ohara, Saft & Crookes, 2001; Usami & Endo, 1995). The author’s intention of 
simplifying the explanations for the purpose of pedagogical reasons may be inevitable 
and understandable. However, strict adherence to textbook explanations could lead 
students to take up “outdated” modes of being through their use of language or 
discourses. The lack of commentary in the textbook about the convergence of gendered 
language and/or changes is problematic and we, as FL teachers, need to negotiate that in 
our classroom instructions (Kitagawa, 1995). 
The notion of “standard” language is an “ideal” model that is historically situated 
and socially and ideologically constructed. As Fairclough (1995) argues, 
In no actual speech community do all members always behave in 
accordance with a shared sense of which language varieties are 
appropriate for which contexts and purposes. Yet such a perfectly ordered 
world is set up as an ideal by those who wish to impose their own social 
order upon society in the realm of language. So I suggest that 
appropriateness is an ‘ideological’ category; which is linked to particular 
partisan positions within a politics of language, (p. 233) 
A “standard” version of the language is often regarded as a “powerful” discourse. Thus, 
learning and acquiring a “standard” version of the language is clearly important for FL 
learners in order to gain “cultural capital” (Bourdieu, 1991). However, this 
understanding should not be viewed as the truth, but rather taken as just one version 
among many which are hierarchized in the relation of power. Often this point is lost as 
students struggle to control the technical aspects of language and literacy learning. 
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Third, numerous literacy events in the classroom reproduced the discourse, or 
ideology, of the “native speaker” model where unequal power relations between native 
and non-native speakers are taken for granted (Kramsch, 1997). For example, in Critical 
Moment 5 ("Why is it written in katakanaV), the “violation” of the textbook explanation 
for the katakana usage by the native Japanese writer was explained by Ms. Tanaka as a 
“personal choice.” This explanation implies that the native users of the language have a 
right to use the language in ways that meet their own purposes. This freedom of playing 
with the conventions, thus, the creative use of the language, was rarely allowed for the 
learners of the language to entertain. 
Perhaps influenced by the discourses around Chomsky’s notion of “native speaker 
intuition” (Lyons, 1970), the institutional and societal beliefs that “the native speaker is 
always right” (Kramsch, in press) and a tendency to view the learners as “incomplete 
native speakers” (Byram, 1997, p.l 1) force the learners to submit to the authority of the 
native speakers as their judges. While this may be accepted now (and rightfully so), this 
denies the legitimacy of the creative plays accorded to all languages. With the unequal 
power relationship between the natives and non-natives (where non-native speakers are 
positioned in a powerless status), the students are forced to accept the textual politics of 
inscribing foreign accents - their accents - in the “abnormal” convention (i.e., written in 
katakana) as inevitable and legitimate. 
The belief of unquestionable power and status assigned to native speakers also 
forces the learners to set their learning goal as emulating and approximating the linguistic 
competencies that are presumed to he possessed by the idealized construct of the native 
speaker. There are several questionable assumptions in this view (Byram, 1997). First, 
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how realistic is it to expect learners to gain the presumed linguistic competencies that are 
thought to be possessed by the idealized construct of the native speaker, a speaker that is 
imagined based on a Japanese person who is perhaps middle-class, well-educated, mature 
and speaks with a Tokyo dialect (e.g., Matsumoto & Okamoto, 2003)? I was once told 
by one of the ACTFL oral proficiency interview trainers that the oral proficiency 
guidelines set for the “superior level” would probably not be achieved by a high school 
age native Japanese speaker. How could we, then, expect the learners of Japanese to 
achieve such standard? Clearly the contexts afforded for language acquisitions for the 
native and the non-native speakers are qualitatively and quantitatively different, and 
setting such a target will inevitably produce many failures among many foreign language 
learners (Byram, 1997). 
Second, even if it were deemed as an attainable standard for the learners, it would 
be questionable whether or not emulating the “native” speakers should be the learning 
goal (Kramsch, 1997). This view is based on the ideology of “linguistic assimilation” 
that is usually part of FL teaching (Tai, 2003). The discourse of “linguistic assimilation” 
implies that “the learners should be linguistically schizophrenic, abandoning one 
language in order to blend into another linguistic environment, becoming accepted as a 
native speaker by other native speakers” (Byram, 1997, p.l 1). It ignores the complex 
historical and sociocultural background of individual learners and denies their sense of 
identity that strongly shapes how they wish to use the language in order to serve their 
own purposes. 
Constructing the “Other” 
The concept of cultural difference often presupposes the existence of 
essential, stable, and objective traits that can be found in one’s own and 
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the target culture, creating a fixed polarized difference between them...[A] 
challenging task posed for second language professionals is to negotiate 
the concept of cultural difference with an understanding that it is a 
complex and precarious notion that can either promote or stagnate our 
understanding of the Self and the Other. (Kubota, 2004, p.21) 
Cultural difference is an important topic of discussion in second language 
education (Kubota, 2004), and the Japanese II class functioned as an arena for such 
discussions. Most, if not all, of the reading materials’ topics in the textbook introduced 
some aspect of Japanese culture and society. Often the reading materials emphasized and 
highlighted what the authors believed were the “unique” - thus, “different” - cultural 
aspects and traditions of Japan and compared that with those of the US. Topics 
introduced by the textbook were central in the classroom discussions where Ms. Tanaka 
instructed the students to talk about the differences between the two cultures. The same 
topics were regularly incorporated into the writing tasks (such as the short essay writing 
or the topic for the writing test) where the students were asked to write about the 
differences they have learned and/or their opinions about the different sociocultural 
practices introduced in the unit. These multi-layered processes of the classroom practices 
contributed in constructing the “Other” that is distinctly different from the “Us.” 
For example, during Critical Moment 3 (“Is it true, or a stereotype?”), we have 
observed that many stereotypical images of Japanese tourists were highlighted. Ms. 
Tanaka strategically objectified the Japanese tourists that were markedly different from 
the “Us” in order to build a cross-cultural image between them. Her attempt was to help 
students comprehend the textbook depictions of Japanese tourists. We have seen that the 
discursive practices during this event dichotomized the Self and the Other. Somewhat 
differently, during Critical Moment 4 (“A bone to pick against Valentine's day.”), the 
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Japanese Valentine’s day custom was discussed and critiqued as an “object” - the 
sociocultural practice performed by the Other. Without a discussion that would 
encourage the process of self-reflection, sociocultural practices performed by the Other 
remain distant, static and fixed. 
The processes of constructing the Other also emphasize and promote the illusion 
of homogeneity and sameness within a group. With the reluctance to recognize the 
diversity that exists within a group, the discourse of “Us vs. Them” forces the members 
of a cultural group to be “not standing out” and to be “similar.” As Kubota (2004) notes, 
“claiming dichotomous difference between two groups leads to denying difference within 
each group, because the binary difference presupposes a distinct set of essentialized 
attributes for each group that never overlap” (p.31). This is the reason why the students 
resisted the essentialized representation of “American students” during Critical Moment 2 
(“That’s different from my experience. ”). 
The practice of dichotomizing the cultural groups - Japanese vs. American - not 
only objectifies and exoticizes the Other but also alienates diverse members within each 
group. During the interview, Ms. Eun, when telling me about her doubts regarding the 
“truthfulness” of the information presented in the reading material used in Critical 
Moment 2, said “I don’t know..., maybe I am not typical of the American students, I 
don’t know...” In other words, as her sense of self was in discord with the textual 
representation of the group of which she is supposed to be a part, she felt marginalized 
and questioned her own “normality” as a group member. Many of the students in 
Japanese II were not, so-called, mainstream Americans. Many immigrated to the US 
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when they were young and spoke languages other than English at home. In the case of 
Ms. Kay, she was an international student. 
Despite the diversity the students were bringing into the class, their personal 
experiences were often conflated as “American” experience and used as a comparative 
point to the experiences of the Japanese. While these moments may be infrequent, they 
are significant in their impact on the students. What is considered as “normal” in this 
practice seems to be regulated by the ideology of “cultural assimilation” (Tai, 2003). The 
cultural assimilation model seems to force students to conformity in two conflictive 
ways. In the schema of a dichotomous cultural presentation (i.e., Us/American vs. 
Them/Japanese), the students are pressured to conform to the cultural group to which 
they are supposed to belong (i.e., American), and the identity of “American” (whatever 
that means) is forced upon them (being “normal”). At the same time, if the students 
aspire to live in Japan and blend into the Japanese linguistic and sociocultural 
environment, this ideology also forces them to conform to Japanese-ness (being 
“normal”). 
In order to avoid these potentially harmful effects of the construction of the Other 
(stereotyping and/or exoticizing) and the Self (alienating and/or marginalizing), 
poststructural understanding of difference that views difference as “relational” rather than 
“categorical” seems to be more helpful and educationally meaningful. As Young (1990) 
explains, 
A relational understanding of group difference rejects exclusion. 
Difference no longer implies that groups lie outside one another. To say 
that there are differences among groups does not imply that there are not 
overlapping experiences, or that two groups have nothing in common. 
The assumption that real differences in affinity, culture, or privilege imply 
oppositional categorization must be challenged. Different groups are 
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always similar in some respects, and always potentially share some 
attributes, experiences, and goals, (p. 171) 
Similarly, Guilherme (2002) states, 
Postmodern cultural critique negates the perception of difference as 
composed of opposing, self-contained ends that may come closer together 
or farther apart but never cross...It is not treated as exotic, instead, its very 
existence is considered commonplace because each one of us is partially 
the Other, (p. 117) 
As international relationships develop, and cultural products, individuals, 
information, and ideas are rapidly exchanged, it is becoming difficult - if not impossible 
- to distinguish one culture from the other. The cultural boundary is becoming more and 
more blurred, and what once might have been considered as “authentic” culture is rapidly 
changing its meaning and shape. Further, we have been experiencing significant 
demographic change in the US classrooms. They are becoming increasingly 
multilingual, multi-ethnic, and multicultural. Nowadays, it is extremely hard to define 
who is regarded as “American,” and what is considered as their culture (if it has ever 
been possible to define that). This age of globalization requires us to reconceptualize the 
notion of culture as diverse, unbounded, dynamic, and always in the making (Kubota, 
2003; Tai, 2003). 
Social Effects of Counter-Discourses 
Challenging the Textual Representations 
Far from being seen as negative events to be avoided, the moments of 
“disruption,” when analyzed closely, offer important opportunities to critically think 
about textual representations. To a varying degree of explicitness, all five of the critical 
moments, in effect, opened up a moment to challenge the textual representations. 
Analysis of the “discourse practice” on the five critical moments suggests that in all these 
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instances, the students seemed to draw on discourses (e.g., feminist discourses, 
multicultural discourse, critical literacy discourse) that could allow them to engage in 
critical reading practices. Although some moments created stronger social effects than 
others, they all presented opportunities for all of the participants (myself, included) to 
question and reflect on the truth claims regarding various issues such as stereotypes 
and social images, linguistic conventions, and sociocultural practices. 
For example, Critical Moment 2 (“This is different from my experience.”) allowed 
the students to challenge the stereotypes and social images discursively constructed for 
both American students and Japanese students. By reading a material that depicted their 
life in an essentialized manner, the students questioned the truth-ness of the textual 
representations about themselves as well as about the Other. Critical Moment 3 (“Is it 
true, or a stereotype?”) produced a similar opportunity. 
Both Critical Moment 1 (“That's sexism, isn’t itT’) and Critical Moment 5 (“Why 
is it written in katakana?”) allowed the students to problematize such linguistic 
conventions as gendered linguistic terms and script usage. Although both moments were 
prematurely ended and did not reach the fullest degree of their transformative potentials, 
they nevertheless made both Ms. Tanaka and the students stop and rethink some 
linguistic conventions that are often presented as fixed and static. 
In the case of Critical Moment 4 (“A hone to pick against Valentine’s day.”), the 
discussion went far beyond the textual representations and opened up a moment to 
critique the sociocultural and political practices of one example of Japanese “traditional 
customs.” Under the instructional circumstances that are regulated by traditional FL 
teaching discourse, these moments are mere digressions which are irrelevant to the 
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“reading lesson” (i.e., the purpose is to find out the authors’ meaning). If the act of 
reading is viewed as an interaction between the text and the readers, then what is invoked 
by the text is an essential part of the reading practice. Otherwise, the students would take 
what is depicted in the reading material as “the way things are” in another country; just a 
“strange” custom performed by the distant, exotic Other. 
All of these moments offered opportunities for the students to occupy a space 
where they can assert their multiple subjectivities and claim authorship of their own 
knowledge and knowledge production. Even though not all of the students were vocally 
participating in the events, they were nonetheless exposed to multiple viewpoints - 
Discourses - which might have given them opportunities to reflect “silently” on their 
own views, opinions, and identities. 
Asserting and Affirming the World Knowledge as Communal Resources 
Analyzing the contrasting cases where there were no moments of tension 
provided me with an opportunity to make comparisons between the two types of 
situations (i.e., critical moments and contrasting cases). The most significant social effect 
of the contrasting cases was to facilitate and promote the development of a sense of 
classroom community. These moments highlighted the “social” function of language 
-socializing and communicating - rather than the “academic” aspect involved in the 
context of classroom language learning. One might argue that this is precisely the reason 
why the teacher should shut down these moments. I would agree that limited 
instructional time is always a concern. I would also agree that the students sometimes 
dwell on meaningless conversations if the teacher does not intervene. However, I would 
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argue that we also need to acknowledge that some of those seemingly “meaningless” 
moments could be in fact educationally meaningful. 
During these events (i.e.. Contrasting Case 1 and 2), at some points, Ms. Tanaka 
put herself in a more peripheral position which allowed the students to represent 
themselves as more valuable and knowledgeable members of the classroom community. 
Willingly or unwillingly, in these events, Ms. Tanaka loosened the enforcement of the 
Japanese-only practice. All of that contributed to create a more relaxed atmosphere 
where the students actively related to each other by communicating and co-constructing 
new knowledge. In these events, the students not only asserted their student agency but 
also furthered their learning. 
Particularly, for someone like Ms. Linsey who often remained silent and avoided 
speaking up in the classroom, these events provided spaces for her to contribute as a 
significant, invaluable community member. These events affirmed individual students’ 
different world knowledge as meaningful and important communal resources. I do 
recognize that not all moments of “disruption” would have similar educational effects. 
What is required of us as teachers is to exercise careful judgment in order to mediate and 
guide the “disruptive” moments in the right direction, and to recognize the contributions 
those moments may have on students’ learning. 
Summary of the Chapter: Literacy Practices in Japanese II 
The currently popular communicative language teaching approach conceives 
“communication” primarily as face-to-face, and as “referential” and “transactional” 
language use (i.e., an exchange of information) (Blyth, 2003). Since Ms. Tanaka 
subscribed to that approach, “speaking” was strongly emphasized in the Japanese II 
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classroom. As a result, literacy was regarded of secondary importance and mainly treated 
as a supporting instrument to help facilitate the development of speaking ability. 
Literacy practices in the Japanese II classroom were shaped by the professional 
discourse that conceptualizes literacy essentially as means for acquiring linguistic 
conventions such as pronunciation, orthographies, vocabulary, grammar and 
“appropriacy.” Through the everyday exercise of “reading out loud,” Ms. Tanaka 
carefully monitored the students’ understanding of lexical knowledge such as 
pronunciation and segmentation of each word. The act of reading was, for the most part, 
understood as gaining these skills, and the only expected outcome was literal 
comprehension. The textbook was regarded as a source of knowledge, and the 
information presented in the written materials (especially from the textbook) was often 
considered as providing “facts” and “truth” about Japanese culture, society and people. 
The tasks assigned to the students, therefore, were to comprehend and to consume the 
information presented in the reading materials. 
Drawing on the liberal humanistic discourse of “learner-centeredness,” Ms. 
Tanaka encouraged the students to relate the reading material to their life experiences. 
Therefore, talking about and sharing personal experiences related to the topic of the given 
text were an essential and regular part of the literacy practice. Through the everyday 
practice of sharing personal stories, Ms. Tanaka and her students got to know each other 
and built friendships and personal relations. When and how life experiences and personal 
knowledge can be brought into the classroom, however, were highly context-specific. In 
order for the students to successfully participate in the classroom literacy practices, they 
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needed to know the implicit rules that Ms. Tanaka discursively signaled during everyday 
classroom practices. 
Reading and writing also provided the students with a sense of pleasure and 
accomplishment. The students usually enjoyed reading, particularly those written 
materials that were brought by Ms. Tanaka as supplements. They welcomed and 
appreciated the departure from the “textbook language use” in those materials. These 
were the officially sanctioned forms of literacy practices - “business as usual” - in the 
Japanese II classroom. 
The analysis of the classroom interactions during the critical moments, however, 
presented much more complex pictures of classroom literacy practices that involved the 
texts (the reading materials), the teacher’s and the students’ identities, power relations, 
and multiple Discourses. By using the CDA as an analytical tool to examine the 
moment-by-moment classroom interactions, this study illuminated how language use 
(discourses), multiple Discourses, and participants’ subjectivities interacted creating 
complex and dynamic literacy practices that were situated within the Japanese II 
classroom. 
While the teacher’s actions were regulated and shaped by dominant institutional 
and teacher’s discourses, her actions also shifted during the process of negotiation 
between her own desires and values and those of the students. Ms. Tanaka’s major desire 
was to create a friendly and harmonious learning environment. 
The reading materials that were meant to be used for “learning” the language and 
cultural facts invoked questions and concerns from the students about sociocultural and 
political issues. In these moments, the students challenged the “truth claims” presented 
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by the textbook authors (and Ms. Tanaka) because those claims were in discord with 
what they believed as truth or reality. The students’ desire to inhabit and enact their 
positive identities in light of the text representations was the trigger that brought about 
the moments of tension within the classroom. Conversely, Ms. Tanaka was hesitant to 
address the sociocultural or political issues raised by the students primarily because she 
was afraid that such topics might present conflicts in views and values, and disturb the 
feeling of comfort which she highly valued in her classroom. As a result, Ms. Tanaka 
often terminated such moments without directly addressing the issues at hand. 
This study demonstrated that these moments of tension - moments of diversion 
from the teacher’s instructional agenda - were not necessarily meaningless, irrelevant, 
and disruptive moments to be avoided. These moments often presented what was 
missing from the “business as usual” classroom practices. The moments of tension 
showed how students contributed significantly to the production of knowledge in the 
classroom. They also pointed out how students exercised their agency and took up 
positions as “knowers” that aligned with their sense of self. 
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Notes for Chapter 4 
UiGenkoo yooshi” is Japanese composition paper that has grids (instead of lines). 
Each character (letter) is placed inside a small square. There are special conventions as 
to how to write on that paper. 
2Ms. Tanaka uses “aa soo desuka (oh, is that so?)” almost routinely when 
acknowledging the students’ comments. 
3Maynard (1993) explains that the sentence-final particle “rce” is used when 
“interaction” (as opposed to “information” exchange) is foregrounded in discourse. The 
use of “ne” signals that the speaker is soliciting confirmation as well as requesting 
emotional support from the listeners. She explains that it functions as “emotional check¬ 
points” (p.218). 
4Unlike English writing, there is no space between words in Japanese writing. 
This factor often makes it difficult for the learners to properly identify individual words. 
5Both “mainichi (everyday)” and “kyoo (today)” are two-kanji words in which the 
second kanji for both is the same (i.e., the kanji for “day”). As noted earlier, each kanji 
has multiple readings (sounds) and changes its sound depending on how it is used. 
^he Japanese word, “kibishir can mean both “strict” and “hard” depending on 
the context. 
CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS AND CONSIDERATIONS 
Introduction 
In this chapter, I will discuss the findings of this study, particularly considering 
critical literacy practices and why I believe they matter. I will also discuss the 
implications regarding the possible directions this research suggests in terms of FL 
educational practices and future research. I will then present my own critical reflections 
during the entire research process (including the process of analysis and writing this 
report) and the impact this study has had on my teaching practice. I will end the chapter 
with what I have learned from my “dialogue” with the classroom teacher about my 
representations of the literacy practices in her classroom. 
Discussion 
Reconsidering the Moments of Tension 
As language teachers, we all experience some moments of tension, conflict and/or 
discomfort during the course of classroom teaching. Traditionally, we tend to view such 
moments as due to students’ disruptive and/or uncooperative behaviors. We might see 
the individual student at play as being difficult, sarcastic or simply as a troublemaker. 
Or, we might blame ourselves for insufficient planning or inability to control students’ 
behaviors. Nevertheless, we regard these moments as problems and as disruptions 
leading to meaningless diversions from our lesson agenda, and waste of instructional 
time. 
The findings from this study have demonstrated, however, that the moments of 
tension and/or conflict are not necessarily mishaps due to the students bad behaviors 
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or the “teacher’s bad planning,” but rather they are often natural and inevitable meaning¬ 
making processes during the classroom literacy practices. These moments are often very 
complex and not simply reducible to the behaviors of individual actors - linguistic and 
otherwise - or their mental dispositions. These moments call upon a teacher’s openness 
and flexible preparation in order to promote students’ deeper learning of language, 
literacy and culture. 
Language and literacy learning within a FL classroom have been predominantly 
discussed in terms of students’ knowledge about orthographies (and their sounds), 
vocabulary, grammar syntax, and/or text structures and styles (genres). The written 
materials used in the class have been usually conceived as instruments to help students 
develop such linguistic knowledge and abilities. They are also often taken as presenting 
facts about the people, society and culture in which the language is spoken. However, 
this study has shown that the students often dialogically “interact” with a given material 
by bringing in their histories, knowledge, values, assumptions and their sense of who they 
are, rather than simply use that material as an instrument or consume the information that 
is written. Teachers’ recognition of this could shift the teachers’ (and the students’) 
perspectives of the moments of tension from considering them as mere disruptions to 
opportunities to facilitate deeper learning. Such a shift of perspective would provide the 
teachers with alternative approaches to use these moments for promoting students’ 
understanding for what it entails to acquire FL literacy. 
This study has demonstrated that the reading materials in the FL textbook, 
presumably neutral representations of “facts” by authors intending to help students learn 
the language and culture, invoked a variety of “unintended” issues by forcing the students 
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into particular reading positions. The moments of tension or conflict during the literacy 
events often manifest in a dynamic interplay among what is presented as a truth in the 
written text, the students’ and the teacher’s multiple identities or subject positions, and 
their constitutive Discourses. The written materials’ “truth claims” challenged the 
students’ sense of who they were and what they believed as “truth” which resulted in the 
moments of tension. 
An important part of FL literacy learning is the time and space where the teacher 
and the students both engage in an open dialogue discussing the issues that are invoked 
by the written materials (and other activities such as “dialogue” practices). Yet, many 
students might not see such dialogues as a part of the language lesson (Kubota, Austin & 
Saito-Abbott, 2003). Ms. Lin’s previously introduced comment clearly suggests such a 
belief. Although Ms. Lin felt that most of the reading materials in the textbook were 
“propaganda,” she did not think that such a concern belonged to the language class 
“because it [the class] is not classified as sociology or politics.” Her comment, in fact, 
echoed Ms. Tanaka’s belief about a FL language classroom. During our interview, Ms. 
Tanaka clearly stated that “if the students want to talk about sociocultural or political 
issues, they should do that in literature or culture courses” (Ms. Tanaka, interview, 
4/9/04). Ms. Lin, along with many others (the teacher included), have been interpellated 
by the Discourse of foreign language learning which promotes the myth that it is possible 
to separate language from its constitutive ideologies or textual politics (e.g., Osborn, 
2000; Reagan & Osborn, 2002). 
I would argue, however, that in order to become independent and competent FL 
readers - who really “read” and comprehend written texts, not just “decode” the written 
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symbols on paper - critical and resistant reading are truly important (e.g., Blanton, 
1994/1998; Luke and Freebody, 1997). Classroom practices of critical and resistant 
reading could lead both the students and the teachers to deeper understanding and 
appreciation of the social and political roles that language plays. As a language teacher, I 
believe it is our obligation to open up moments for discussions in order to pursue such a 
goal. As Wallace (2003) argues, such reading practices would also be beneficial and 
meaningful for the purpose of “language learning” in a more general sense: 
Although the focus is not formal language development, opportunities to 
engage in discussion around the texts allow students to draw more fully on 
their existing linguistic resources and to stretch them at the same time. 
What’s more, grammatical accuracy, as well as general fluency, can, 
ultimately, be extended in the search for precision, in wishing to be clear 
and co-operative in argument, (p.199) 
In other words, topics (or issues and concerns) raised by the students in response to the 
written materials could become the substance of talk instead of using those topics 
prepared by the teacher for the sake of talk qua talk. This practice of allowing students to 
nominate a topic also gives them power to negotiate with a teacher what counts as 
important aspects of language learning, and to take responsibilities in expanding and 
setting learning agendas that are legitimate but not a part of the original curriculum. 
What Do the “Critical Moments” Potentially Inform Us? 
All five of the critical moments that I have discussed in this study occurred in the 
second semester: 2/1,2/13, 4/8, 4/10, and 5/1 respectively. It seems that even though 
many of the moments were prematurely ended by Ms. Tanaka, the frequency of critical 
moments did increase as the semester progressed. In other words, the students did not 
seem to be discouraged to express their questions and concerns and to resist the teacher’s 
and institutional Discourses. Several interpretations for this are possible. First, it is 
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probably the growing relationship between Ms. Tanaka and the students that made these 
moments possible. As the relationship between Ms. Tanaka and the students continued to 
develop and deepen, the students became increasingly comfortable to voice their opinions 
and concerns without much hesitancy. In other words, a trusting relationship is 
fundamental for the students to engage in critical inquiry. 
Second, the kinds of reading materials used in the class could have been an 
important factor that opened up such moments. Compared to the textbook used in the 
first semester, the textbook in the second semester was more thematically organized and 
literacy-based (i.e., reading materials are central to each unit); thus, it invoked the 
students’ opinions more easily. This suggests that the choice of the instructional 
materials used in class is extremely important. The careful choice of the materials not 
only in terms of the linguistic level (that is appropriate to the students) but also - and 
perhaps, more importantly - in terms of the subject matter and the way it is presented 
would significantly influence the types of discussions afforded in class. 
Reading materials in FL textbooks are usually carefully constructed - “doctored” 
as Cook (1997) calls them - in a way as not to confuse the student readers. That is, a 
great care is given for the choice of vocabulary, grammatical structures, and overall text 
structures. They are clean, fixed and closed down (in terms of interpretation) materials. 
Similarly, when we, as language teachers, bring in supplemental materials for classroom 
use, we pay closer attention to these aspects of language and often modify or reshape the 
materials to best fit our instructional purpose. The concerns for the linguistic aspects are 
justifiable for students to be able to handle the material; however it is important to 
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recognize that these reading materials belong to a peculiar genre that only exists within 
the confines of FL classrooms. 
This is where an argument for the use of “authentic” materials in FL classrooms 
could be perhaps raised. The currently popular “proficiency-oriented approach” strongly 
advocates incorporating “authentic,” “real” materials in FL instruction (Omaggio-Hadley, 
1993). Rogers and Medley (1988) define the term “authentic material” as “language 
samples, either oral or written, that reflect a naturalness of form and an appropriateness of 
cultural and situational context that would be found in the language as used by native 
speakers” (p.468, in Ommagio-Hadley, 1993, p.174). The proficiency-oriented approach 
along with communicative language teaching promote “communicative competence” 
(Hymes, 1972) and give emphasis on developing experiential and functional language use 
that fosters basic expressive and interpersonal skills (Wallace, 2003). In these 
instructional approaches, the role of the written “language samples” is predominantly 
used as means to accomplish communication tasks that the FL learners may encounter in 
“natural, everyday environment” (Wallace, 2003, p.67). Although there is no doubt that 
these are important skills for FL learners to acquire, the value I would like to assign for 
“authentic” or “outside classroom” materials here is different from those of the 
proficiency-oriented approach or communicative language teaching. 
In order to prepare the students to handle the materials that exist outside of the 
classroom walls - materials that are not written with the FL learner readers in mind - 
teachers need to initiate students into more unsettling materials, materials that present 
textual ambiguities and/or contradictions, and are open to multiple interpretations. These 
materials, materials that make students think, with appropriate guidance from a teacher, 
262 
would be beneficial for students to learn language use without abiding to only a textbook- 
type of language. 
During the interviews with students, almost all of the students chose as their 
favorite reading material a story called “Tomodachi (friends)” (Sato, 1986) that Ms. 
Tanaka brought. It was a short fantastical story written by a famous Japanese author 
whose stories are widely read by both children and young adults in Japan. Ms. Jay 
commented that the story “showed [her] creative ways of using language because it did 
not follow the grammatical structure learned from the textbook.” Similarly, Ms. Eun said 
that the story gave her “a sense of Japanese story-telling mechanism” that she felt was 
“different from Western story-telling.” What these comments seem to suggest is that 
despite some of the linguistic difficulties presented by the “outside” material, the students 
enjoyed the story and they even attended to subtle rhetorical features and appreciated 
“deviations” (or “departures”) from textbook-type language. 
Third, in my study, as the year progressed, the students seemed to be more 
confident in expressing their opinions. 1 am not making any claim as to whether it was 
their increased linguistic competency, or their developing feeling of entitlement as 
college students, or any other factors that brought about their apparent confidence. 
Nevertheless, I think it is safe to assume that through their everyday life in classrooms, in 
the college, and in the greater society, they were continuously exposed to and learned 
different ideas and thoughts, perspectives, and Discourses. 
We, humans, do not just speak out of vacuum. Our knowledge and meaning- 
makings are the products of accessible Discourses. Therefore, being equipped with 
multiple Discourses would provide us with greater resources to handle and cope with 
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various situations that may otherwise position one in a powerless status. Although 
contextual factors may restrict one to draw on a particular Discourse rather than the 
others, having more resources (i.e., Discourses) would significantly increase one’s 
chances to negotiate within the arena of power struggle and to shift the relations of power 
to one’s advantage. 
Often in language classrooms, foreign language learner-speakers are more likely 
to be constituted as powerless in the encounters with native speakers. Dominant 
Discourses of “native speaker model” or “standard language model” may force those 
learner-speakers to take up the position of a “non-native speaker” and/or an “incompetent 
speaker.” By drawing on counter-discourses, however, instead of submitting to the 
unequal power relations of native vs. non-native dichotomy, they can speak from 
alternative subject positions such as “multilingual speaker” or “intercultural 
communicator,” thereby altering the power relations and reconstituting the context of the 
encounter. Thus, helping develop students’ confidence by welcoming multiple 
Discourses that would allow students to speak from alternative subject positions is a 
significant part of foreign language teaching. 
Last, but not least, it can also be argued that even though Ms. Tanaka did not fully 
open up the floor for the extended discussions, the way she closed the critical moments 
was not dismissive. For every critical moment, she attended and acknowledged (with 
varying degrees) the students’ questions and/or concerns and dealt with them in a way 
she thought was helpful. The overall classroom environment that was constructed in day- 
to-day practices by Ms. Tanaka together with her students over a long period of time (i.e., 
two years at the end of the study) has shaped the types of interactions and discussions 
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afforded in this classroom. That is to say, for meaningful discussions to take place in a 
classroom, the way a teacher socially and discursively constructs the local interactional 
context in relation to other factors (e.g., economy of grades, availability of courses, 
and/or students’ investment levels, etc.) may be particularly significant. 
Unexamined Opportunities for Critical Literacy 
Now I think about it, I’m wondering if they [the authors! are giving us a 
skewed view of Japan, and perhaps there should be little more discussions 
on that. Or maybe a little talk outside the readings just so that we are not 
totally taken in by. (Interview, Ms. Eun, 4/15/2002) 
I consider that all of the five critical moments presented potentially significant 
opportunities for critical literacy practice. They offered me concrete examples to think 
about the possibilities for revising the curriculum that would go beyond the 
“comprehension model,” and accommodate critical discussions - “talk outside of the 
readings” as Ms. Eun puts it - about texts, linguistic conventions, sociocultural practices 
and more. 
I do realize that, in many cases, institutional constraints would not allow teachers 
to organize a curriculum which affords critical literacy practices. There are issues of 
instructional time, pace, number of students in class, level by level coordination among 
the teachers (if there are multiple sections for the same course), legitimacy regarding 
evaluation and assessment, among others that may make it hard - if not impossible - for 
an individual instructor to organize her/his lesson in the way that s/he desires. 
In this particular college, however, each teacher is given relative autonomy and is 
free to organize the curriculum contents the way s/he wants. Although the textbook 
choice is made departmentally, individual teachers can modify the instructional pace (i.e., 
how much to cover in the textbooks during a semester), and can replace the textbook 
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reading materials with other materials of her/his choice. To make the situation even 
easier for a teacher to adjust the curriculum, usually there is only one section offered for 
the course. If there are multiple sections for the course, a single teacher is in charge of 
teaching all sections. In addition, the number of students in a class rarely exceeds twelve. 
Therefore, the teacher, while constrained, often has options that go untried. 
Critical Moment 1 (“That’s sexism, isn’t it?”) afforded an opportunity to talk 
about the fluidity of language use. In actuality, gendered linguistic options in the 
Japanese language are not as rigid and fixed as the textbook authors often present. There 
are varieties that exist in language use - in this case, gendered linguistic terms - 
depending on historical, generational, geographical, social and political contexts (e.g., 
Bergvall, Bring & Freed, 1996; Kobayashi, 1993; Okamoto & Sato, 1992; Okamoto, 
1995, 1997; Takasaki, 1993). There is no doubt that the students need to know the 
different gendered linguistic terms that exist in the Japanese language. At the same time, 
however, the differences and the crossing of these social boundaries need to be discussed 
in terms of their social effects, thereby leaving a space for the students to resist - if they 
choose to do so - basing their own decisions on informed understandings. 
The teacher and the students could engage in discussions about the possible 
sociopolitical effects of gendered language terms and the images (of the speakers) those 
terms evoke. More importantly, they could examine their own desires regarding how and 
why they would like to represent themselves in the Japanese language. Such a 
conversation could be meaningfully incorporated in the moment. The students could 
engage in a project exploring the boundary-crossing of the gendered terms using such 
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resources as the internet, folk tales, magazines, etc. They also could have a discussion 
regarding when, how and in what degree such boundary-crossings are possible. 
Likewise, Critical Moment 2 (“It’s different from my experience.”) could have 
been used for discussing the written materials’ tendency to present essentialized and 
totalizing pictures of different groups. The discussions could include such issues as the 
images of different groups that the author was trying to portray, the social implications of 
such images, and if and why the representations were effective (or not) in the way they 
were depicted. Further discussions on the differences within a group, as well as the 
similarities across the groups, could be helpful so as not to create a dichotomized view of 
“Us” and “Them.” As Ms. Tanaka invited her students to connect their own experiences 
to the reading material, the class could discuss how each student’s experiences are 
different from or similar to her classmates’ and to the textbook depictions of the US (and 
the Japanese) college students. What are some of the factors that may have contributed 
such differences (or similarities)? How about their friends in other colleges or 
universities? Through such discussions students would recognize differences as well as 
similarities that exist among themselves and across the different groups. 
Critical Moment 3 (“Is it true? Or is it a stereotype?”) offered a perfect 
opportunity to challenge stereotypical representations that are often constructed in written 
materials. Discussions on such issues as the following might be beneficial in developing a 
critical understanding of the ideological and sociopolitical effects of textual 
representations: How and why it is described in the way it is? Whether or not the 
portrayed images of the “Japanese” are representative of all the Japanese people or only a 
certain segment of its population? Who is represented as a “normal” and “model” image 
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of the Japanese people; who is missing from such a representation? Students and 
teachers alike could ponder how, in fact, similar sociocultural practices are engaged in 
different countries using their own life experiences as valid knowledge. 
In Critical Moment 4 (“A bone to pick against Valentine’s day”), we observed 
that the students began to engage in critical discussions around one example of Japanese 
customs - Valentine’s day - that was introduced in the reading material. Multiple views 
and opinions regarding Valentine’s day (and White day) in Japan were put on the floor by 
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both the students and Ms. Tanaka. However, there was no open dialogue about the 
different views and opinions that were presented, and other students’ involvement was 
not solicited. 
This literacy event did allow some of the students to critique the sociocultural 
practice of one custom that exists in Japan; however, the critique was done in such a way 
that it objectified the Japanese people and society and did not bring the issue back to the 
students’ own life. Rather than critiquing the custom as an “exotic” practice performed 
by the Other that exists completely separate from the Self, this event could have been 
used as an opportunity to reflect on their own sociocultural practices that may present 
similar ideological issues or social inequities without closing off or privileging any one 
interpretation. 
Critical Moment 5 (“Why is it written in katakana?”) could have provided an 
opportunity to question and challenge the textbook explanations of writing conventions - 
in this case, katakana usage. Often, a FL textbook simplifies real-life language practices 
and prescribes rigid normative practices. The students could conduct further 
investigation documenting how written scripts are used in ways that deviate from the FL 
268 
textbook explanations. Advertisements, popular writings, Internet sites, and/or manga 
(Japanese comics) would be great resources to conduct such a project. The discussions 
on their findings in terms of implicit meanings that are conveyed through different 
writing scripts and styles as well as the possible reasons for such practices could deepen 
the students’ understanding of textual politics. Making available the findings from these 
inquiries to other teachers and students of Japanese in the following year could even be 
informative in order to recognize historical changes in language use (Austin & Kumagai, 
2002b). 
This moment could have also been used to highlight the importance of being alert 
and critical about the authoritative knowledge or information provided by the FL 
textbook (and the teacher). This event could have been used to emphasize the (linguistic) 
space allowed for students to use language critically and creatively in order to textualize 
nuanced messages. Highlighting the simple use of katakana just for one word could have 
been a perfect opportunity to discuss and raise awareness of the textual practices involved 
in writing Japanese (Austin & Kumagai, 2002a). 
Implications 
Analyzing the moment-by-moment discursive practices through a critical lens 
(i.e., sociocultural and poststructural views of language) helped me recognize the 
dynamism that involves the texts, the participants’ identities and multiple Discourses 
during literacy events. It also helped me understand how our unconscious use of 
language is powerfully shaped by larger Discourses, and how that positioned all the 
participants (i.e., the teacher and the students) in unexpected ways. And, most 
importantly, it also made me realize, what I knew tacitly, that the students are not 
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completely powerless in the face of institutional and/or teacher Discourses but they 
actively resist and challenge the authoritative knowledge when the issues are at high 
stake. 
Envisioning Different FL Literacy Practices 
Challenging the Normative Practices 
I believe that through our teaching practice, we, as language teachers, could do 
one of two things. We can promote and reinforce the romanticized view or negative 
attitude and prejudice toward a foreign language and culture (Reagan & Osborn, 2002, 
p.51), or, we can help students with developing deeper understanding of the roles of 
language in society - that is achieved by discussing the ways in which social ideologies, 
identities, and power relations work in society through the use of language, and the ways 
in which language works to entrench and challenge those relations (Hammond & 
Macken-Horarik, 1998, p. 529). 
If we understand language and literacy as social practices, it is inevitable and 
unavoidable to attend to such issues of power relations and the ideological and political 
effects of language on students’ identities. Developing critical language/literacy 
awareness, then, becomes an essential part of FL language and literacy learning. As this 
study has shown, power struggle - trying to inhabit and enact one’s positive identity - is 
always a part of classroom practices. Also, the study has made it visible that the 
students’ identities or subjectivities play a significant role in shaping if and how they 
would meaningfully participate in classroom practices. Although “officially” the 
students may not acknowledge - or even resist - the need to see ideologies and politics of 
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language as a part of their foreign language learning, in reality the students themselves 
often raise such issues. 
So, I agree with Norton (2000) who calls for our attention to the importance of 
addressing power relations in a second language classroom: 
...the tendency in the field of second language acquisition to avoid 
questions of power, ...refusal to name and address power relations limits 
our ability to do justice to the complex experience of language learners 
across historical time and social space, (p. 131) 
By addressing the issue of the power relations that exist in a local classroom 
context as well as in the wider institutional and societal contexts in relation to discursive 
and textual practices, we could involve students in questioning and discovering, not in 
simply accepting a transmitted knowledge of language and the account of a specific 
country and its dominant culture (Byram, 1997, p. 113). 
By identifying and intensifying the moments where an opening is created for 
critical reflection, where multiple Discourses are brought in for the negotiation of 
meaning production, we, as teachers, can welcome and highlight such encounters so that 
we all - both teachers and students - would learn alternative Discourses. As I have been 
discussing throughout the study, what is seeable, imaginable and doable is contingent 
upon one’s access to available Discourses. Learning and being equipped with multiple 
Discourses would then provide us with alternative subject positions from which to speak 
and that would, in turn, expand the possibility to see and understand words and worlds 
from different points of view. 
Validating the Life Experience 
Blanton (1994/1998) discusses one of the reasons for the feeling of 
“powerlessness” often expressed by second language learners of English when they 
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engage in literacy practice. Although her work concerns the ESL field, I believe her 
arguments can be persuasive even in foreign language literacy. 
...powerlessness results from students never having opportunities to bring 
their own views and experience to bear on texts. They develop no 
awareness that reading is supposed to be such a transaction - that, without 
it, comprehension is impossible...[T hey] think they are comprehending 
when they are actually doing no more than decoding. For them, reading is 
decoding, and they are powerless before texts, particularly before printed 
texts. Conversely, empowerment - or achieving certainty - comes about 
through acts of speaking and writing about texts, through developing 
individual responses to texts, (p. 231, emphasis original) 
The literacy practice that only emphasizes literal comprehension, and that the 
students’ understanding of a reading material is assessed through the “one-meaning 
approach,” means that many FL students may not learn how to “transact” with written 
texts. They may not even see the “transaction” as necessary in order to “comprehend” 
the written texts. Thus, it is important for FL teachers to call on the students’ own life 
experiences and to value them as valid knowledge, not just as a convenient topic for 
“speaking practice” (i.e., exercise), but as a fundamental substance to give meaning to a 
written text. 
Furthermore, in addition to soliciting the students to talk about their personal 
experiences that are related to a written text, teachers need to begin inviting them to 
interact with, respond to, and talk back to the written text. Through such a FL literacy 
practice, students may become more confident in the face of authoritative knowledge, 
develop a sense of authorship for their FL literacy and begin taking a critical reading 
stance toward written texts (words) as well as towards social texts (worlds) (Austin & 
Kumagai, 2002b). 
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Learning about and from the Other 
Clearly, learning the “culture” of the target language society is a significant part 
of language and literacy practice in foreign language classrooms (e.g., Byram, 1997; 
Guilherme, 2002; Kubota, 2004; Kramsch, 1993; Reagan & Osborn, 2002). 
Traditionally, in foreign language classrooms, providing cultural information about the 
target country has been the major - and sometimes only - approach to equipping students 
with cultural understanding (Byram, 1997). However, as I have pointed out, this process 
of teaching “culture” often promotes stereotypes and creates a dichotomized view of 
“Us” and “Them.” In order to move beyond such dualism and avoid essentialism, the 
notion of “culture” needs to be reconsidered. Poststructural views help us to see “culture 
and cultural differences as discursive constructs rather than objective and permanent 
truths” (Kubota, 2004). 
Kubota (2004) explains that 
The discursive construction of the images of culture and cultural 
difference does not imply that culture or cultural difference ceases to exist. 
Rather, it implies that the multiple meanings and images of culture and 
language are produced within discourses (Weedon, 1999) and a culture 
cannot be described in fixed homogeneous terms. Cultural difference thus 
is not fixed but relational, always shifting its meaning, (p.35) 
With this renewed conceptualization of culture, we can discuss the multiple 
perspectives of who we are (the Self) and who they are (the Other) without reducing them 
to categorical entities. Ultimately, such a relational understanding of culture is a powerful 
way to reflect on who we are because the other culture functions as “a mirror 
which...helps us take a look at ourselves” (Guilherme, 2002, p. 155). 
As language fixes things in place, once cultural accounts or images are textualized 
and such written texts are consumed (i.e., read), culture may be given a fixed, static, and 
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permanent figure. What is necessary, then, is a process of unfixing the images of 
“culture” through discussing alternative images and critiquing the fixed images. This 
process might help keep our understanding of culture and cultural differences in context. 
What Are the Benefits of “Being Critical”? 
/ 
Why should language educators be concerned with being critical? 
Why, indeed, should any teacher be concerned with being critical...? 
(Reagan, 2004, p.55. emphasis original) 
The above questions posed by Reagan (2004) are fundamentally important. He 
considers several different angles in answering his own questions. He gives answers to 
the questions basing his arguments on “the various codes of ethics that under-gird the 
teaching profession,” and on “the role, place of functions of schooling and education in a 
democratic society.” His basic arguments are that “critical thinking skills are a necessary 
preparation for the life of the citizen” and that “the ability to generate a critical 
perspective is a key component of being an educated person” (p.55). But his ultimate 
justification is his conviction that critical language awareness constitutes “the tools that 
[the students] need to make their own decisions - and decisions not just about language, 
but about every aspect of human life” (ibid., p.56). 
By capturing moments as the critical moments in my study and to have open 
dialogues regarding whatever issues the students bring up, we could begin to engage in 
the practice of self-reflections that would lead us to better understand the relations 
between language and society, language and power, and the Self and the Other. 
Having critical dialogues in a FL classroom greatly matters because that would 
prevent us from promoting and perpetuating myths of language and culture that are 
always static, permanent, and fixed. Language and culture would be, instead, understood 
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as open to contestation, and as constantly changing, thus as changeable. This 
understanding could potentially help the FL learners to challenge the status quo and to 
have a sense of authorship in their own creative use of foreign language while acquiring 
knowledge about more conventional normative language use. 
Engaging in a critical dialogue would also help us avoid supporting stereotypical 
representations of cultural groups by problematizing the essentialized and totalizing view 
of cultures. As Osborn (2000) suggests, “critical reflection in the FL classroom will 
allow teachers to guide students into a consideration of cultural difference, without 
reducing those differences to measurable behavioral objectives or cultural blurbs...” (p. 
66). Particularly in this time of world conflicts where “cultural differences” - be it 
nation, race and ethnicity, religion, gender, sexual orientation, or language - are 
emphasized and used as an excuse to divide the world apart, we need to educate ourselves 
and students to understand the cultural differences in a way as not to reduce them to 
opposing Others. Foreign language education has an important role to play in developing 
the understanding of differences and of human empathy. 
An Unresolved Issue: Unheard Voices 
I am deeply aware that in my study some students’ voices were loud and strong 
while others’ remained soft and quiet. Particularly, three students - Ms. Hall, Ms. Key 
and Ms. Jay - were “silent” in my study. I intentionally looked for their voices, hoping to 
include every one of the students in my study; however, I could not find them. Although 
addressing the issue of “silence” displayed by these students is not the focus of my study, 
it is worth mentioning and recognizing the existence of the issue. 
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There may be multiple factors that influenced the ways they maintained 
themselves in the classroom. Such factors as frequent absences, personality, the levels of 
confidence and comfort in class, and/or their personal and school life outside of the 
classroom are some of the factors that could have contributed to their silence. During the 
interviews, these three students were quite chatty with me and they all said that they liked 
the class - a nice teacher, friendly classmates, a comfortable atmosphere, etc. Then, why 
were their voices not heard in the classroom? I asked them if they felt comfortable to 
“speak out” in the class. All said “not really” and gave me some reasons. 
Ms. Kay said that she was “scared” that she “misunderstood the question” and 
would “say something wrong.” When I further asked her what would happen if she said 
something wrong, she replied that “people might laugh” and she would be 
“embarrassed.” She also said that she felt that it was not necessary for her to “answer 
[the teacher’s] questions” because “someone else would answer them.” Her ultimate 
reason for being quiet in class was that “it’s my personality -1 feel shy.” 
Ms. Hall replied that “most of the time, I feel comfortable talking in the class.” 
She said that the only time she did not feel comfortable was when she was “not quite sure 
what she [the teacher] said.” Ms. Kay’s and Ms. Hall’s comments reflected a shared 
concern that prevented them from speaking out in class: being afraid of not understanding 
the teacher’s questions and fearful of making a mistake. Their comments suggest that 
they seem to understand their classroom role as a “passive” one which only allows them 
to “answer” and “respond” to the teacher. They do not seem to see that there are other 
ways to “speak out” in class as was done by some of their classmates. 
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Ms. Jay’s answer seemed to be different. She said that she remained silent 
because what she could do comfortably (in terms of language ability) was not in accord 
with her desire - “wants.” 
I want to be more creative in terms of grammar and stuff...I don’t wanna 
keep on saying the same thing again and again...When I speak, I use the 
structures that I’m comfortable with, so I’m one step behind what you 
should be doing. I would like to use a lot of new stuff, but I’m not too 
comfortable with it, so I feel constrained. (Ms. Jay, interview, 5/1/2002) 
Unlike the comments by Ms. Kay and Ms. Hall, Ms. Jay’s response seems to 
suggest that she views her role as more “active,” the role of one who speaks out of 
her own will. 
However, ultimately all three of them were concerned about the ways they 
represented themselves in relation to how they may be perceived by others. They 
did not want to be judged by their classmates and the teacher as “not 
understanding,” “not keeping up with the new stuff,” or “not being creative 
enough.” The issue at stake here, again, seems to be closely related to their desire 
to enact their “positive” subjectivities. Remaining silent in the classroom was 
their way of resisting to be positioned in a place they viewed as negative. 
Way Forward 
The end of my long journey in conducting and writing this study is the beginning 
of my new endeavor into further inquiry. In this study, I examined the discursive 
practices during literacy events in a JFL classroom. The study highlighted the important 
roles the students’ (and the teacher’s) subjectivities played in contributing to literacy 
events. I plan to continue the investigation on the interplay between the students’ 
multiple subjectivities and literacy practice through the analysis of the students’ written 
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texts. Some of the written texts that I have collected during my fieldwork for the study 
directly connected to the topics raised during the critical moments. Analysis of these 
students’ texts might provide me with some insight into the impacts of critical moments 
on their writing practices. 
/ 
I have discussed some of the implications and possibilities of critical literacy 
practice in light of the findings of the study. I was only able to imagine what could be 
done. I would like to investigate what actually will happen when I implement critical 
literacy practice in my own JFL classroom. I expect some resistance from the students as 
this has never been done. It may create a very difficult challenge that might be 
insurmountable. However, I will welcome such a challenge so that I, together with my 
own students, will gain better understanding about language, literacy, and culture. 
The issue of assessment is an area that requires further deliberation and inquiry. 
As a part of academic institutional practices, we are required to set concrete evaluation 
criteria and assign a grade to individual students. The economy of grades is also a factor 
that often shapes how students conduct themselves in classrooms. The curriculum that 
incorporates critical literacy practices would necessitate developing different criteria to 
adequately and justifiably assess the legitimacy of the curriculum itself as well as the 
students’ progress. This challenging issue is something that I would like to explore in my 
future inquiry. 
Postscripts 
Self-Reflexivity 
I think that most of the time we under-interpret discourse (i.e., language- 
in-use) because we’re simply not aware of all the work that is being done 
through our words... (Judith Solsken, personal communication, June 1, 
2000) 
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During my engagement in the CD A, I often stopped and thought whether I was 
imagining and squeezing meaning out of nothing. It was Judy Solsken’s comment that 
convinced me that critically, yet carefully unraveling the possible meanings and social 
and political effects out of our unconscious use of words is an important and necessary 
task, particularly in the educational context where power is unequally distributed. We 
use language as if it is a transparent communicational tool, nothing more, nothing less. 
We are often unaware how our use of language could be enabling or disabling in our 
educational pursuit. As teachers, our intention is to help students learn and grow, and to 
provide a context where every student progresses and achieves his/her own life goals. 
But our discursive acts may sometimes work in the opposite direction. Although we will 
never know all of the unintended influences our words have on our students, it is 
crucially important to be aware of the possible negative consequences. This study taught 
me at least to be more conscious and careful about my “moment-by-moment” language 
use. 
Just as we do not know every social effect of the discourse we practice, this study 
is a story that is inevitably partial - that is, both an incomplete and an interested account 
(Brodkey, 1996; Solsken & Bloome, 1992). What I was able to see in this study - the 
process of fieldwork, data analysis, meaning-making, and writing the report - was 
powerfully shaped by my own worldview (i.e.. Discourse). I saw what I saw because of 
what I believe is important. But I believe that is all what one could do in any research 
endeavor (Brodkey, 1996; Haraway, 1988) and it is important to acknowledge that as 
such. 
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Any knowledge is a product of social and discursive construction, and all I hope is 
that this study makes sense to others and help them recognize the constitutive power of 
d/Discourse. That would, then, hopefully make it possible to “invert, invent and break 
the bonds of existing discourses” (Davies, 1994) to transform the current educational 
practices. 
One concern regarding the issue of representation remains. I have problematized 
and argued for the importance of not essentializing a cultural group - any group for that 
matter - and attending to the diversity and heterogeneity that exist within a group. 
Although I was trying to be careful not to reduce each individual student in my study into 
simply “the students,” and was trying to represent each student’s unique individual voice, 
I am not certain if I was able to successfully achieve that end. Would an ethnography - a 
study to investigate and understand the “culture” of a group - really allow one to 
demonstrate intricate individual differences? Would a case study be the only way if one 
wants to do that? Is a “cultural group” merely a label with no significant meaning, just a 
composite of “individuals”? As much as I hope I did justice to representing individual 
differences among the participants in my study, I also believe that there exists a degree of 
shared beliefs, values, and understandings within a group in order to make sense of their 
intersubjective reality. 
The understandings I gained from this study have had a tremendous impact on my 
teaching practice. Although the study was about Ms. Tanaka and her students, I am re¬ 
living their experiences in my daily teaching moments. In the classroom, when I am 
standing in front of my own students, I am acutely aware of my discursive acts and am 
constantly trying to “catch” myself from being taken up by a particular Discourse. I am 
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trying to see and understand the students’ discursive acts from the point of view of their 
shifting subject positions. As Davies (1994) suggests, in order to make lives and worlds, 
we need “to find a way of catching ourselves in the act of constituting and being 
constituted and to find ways to attend to the power of discursive practices” (p. 122). 
I have begun bringing in written materials to my classroom that could potentially 
invoke challenges from the student readers. I welcome any critiques and challenges that 
the students are willing to voice and use them as whole class discussions. Some students 
are more open to such an invitation while others are more reserved and hesitant. Their 
reservations seem to be coming from them trying to be polite so as not to threaten my 
authority and/or my identity. It is easier said than done; having truly open dialogues with 
the students is, indeed, a struggle. However, I believe it is a worthwhile struggle; it is a 
necessary and important one so that I, together with my students, could challenge the 
hegemonic discursive practices, and imagine and transform educational and social life to 
a more enriched one. 
Ms. Tanaka’s Dialogue with the Researcher 
After I completed writing this report, I asked Ms. Tanaka to read the “Findings” 
chapter. I also asked her to comment on my interpretations and representations regarding 
literacy practices in her classroom. We set up two semi-formal meetings (4/9/2004 & 
4/17/2004) after she read the chapter and talked about the study, the students, and the 
teaching of the Japanese language. I did not prepare any questions for the meetings; 
instead, Ms. Tanaka elaborated on the notes that she wrote in the margins of each page of 
the “Findings” chapter while she was reading it. I also used these meetings to confirm 
some of my interpretations and to clarify some questions that I had. 
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As these meetings were held two years after the study was conducted, Ms. 
Tanaka, understandably, could not remember some of the details regarding her 
“intentions” during her classroom practices. To my surprise, however, she vividly 
remembered most of the literacy events (i.e., critical moments and contrasting cases) that 
I presented in the study. I truly appreciated the fact that Ms. Tanaka was open to my 
critical interpretations of her classroom practices, and was quite frank about expressing 
her agreements as well as disagreements with my interpretations and with my beliefs 
about FL teaching and learning. 
It is not my intention here to analyze or critique what Ms. Tanaka said in response 
to my representations of her literacy practices. My intention is to present, with her own 
words, her beliefs about FL teaching practices and to acknowledge her dilemmas while 
making the choices that were intended to create a learning environment where every 
student can meaningfully participate in order to pursue their own learning of the Japanese 
language. Through our dialogues, it became clear that we shared general concerns about 
FL teaching and about students. It also became clear that we felt differently about issues 
concerning our views towards “conflicts” within a classroom, the roles the textbook plays 
in conducting our classroom practices and whether or not “critical literacy practice” can 
be meaningfully incorporated into the lower-level FL classrooms. 
Shared Concerns 
We both agreed that balancing the instructional time in relation to the materials 
that need to be covered is a fundamental concern and challenge. This issue is a 
significant factor that limits how we organize the curriculum content as well as the lesson 
agendas. We also acknowledged that lesson preparation is another issue that would 
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require substantial time, energy, and resources in order to design the curriculum in the 
way we wish to organize. 
Most importantly, we shared the concern as to how we can distribute the “air 
time” equally to all students in a classroom. Balancing the tasks of allowing active 
speakers to have meaningful conversations and giving chances to those quiet students to 
say something is a major dilemma that we both experienced in our daily classroom 
practices: 
Tanaka: I notice that it is always the same students who appeared in your study. I 
wonder what other students were doing. Were they sleeping? I wonder if I 
was paying enough attention to those students. I also wonder what these 
moments (i.e., critical moments & contrasting cases) meant to those students 
who remained silent. Of course, I would not say that “listening” is always a 
bad thing; but I think “speaking” is much more important... I’m sure that 
there were students who might have felt that these discussions were a waste of 
time. I bet there were those who thought, “I’d rather be at home working on 
papers or sleeping extra minutes,” instead of talking about such things. If all 
are involved, if there are no students who think it is a waste of time, I think 
that having a space to allow an exchange of opinions is good. 
Kumagai: That’s true. Some students did not seem to understand what was going on and 
remained quiet during the conversations. It’s really difficult to have all the 
students involved in the classroom talk, isn’t it? 
Tanaka: Yeah. So, about your interpretation regarding my lack of follow-ups to the 
students’ comments as a sign of placing more value on grammar than its 
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content, it’s not that I don’t value what they need to say. But in a situation 
where only the same students spoke out their mind, I’d rather have other 
students say “anything,” instead of following up on what those talkative 
students said. 
An assumption that is highlighted in Ms. Tanaka’s comment is “speaking 
anything is better than nothing.” Clearly, speaking the target language in a classroom is a 
crucial part of the students’ language learning. For many students, classroom is the only 
place to use the Japanese language. I recognize that there is always a danger that in the 
process of following up on some students’ comments by engaging in more elaborate, 
meaningful conversations, we may sometimes exclude other students who do not - or 
cannot - grab the floor to express what is on their mind. 
Although her assumption of “speaking anything is better than nothing” may sound 
true to a certain degree, I feel that we also need to consider not only the quantity of 
speaking but also the quality of speaking as students progress in their language learning. 
The challenge is how we can create a classroom community where every student would 
feel compelled to speak what is important and meaningful to her/him. It is possible that 
our very practice of mechanical exchanges in classrooms may be one reason why 
students are not inspired to speak out in class. 
We also do not know what those quiet students were thinking. They may have 
been bored as Ms. Tanaka suspected. They may have been lost as I felt in some 
classroom events. Or, they may have been actively listening to what was going on which 
may have contributed in some ways to their language learning. What we need to do, 
then, is to ask our students about their opinions and feelings regarding the ways the “air 
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time” is distributed within a classroom and to incorporate their perspectives in our 
teaching practices. Ultimately, it is the students who need to exercise their agency by 
taking initiative and assuming responsibility to become empowered subjects in learning 
the language in order to meet their own goals. 
“Moments of Tension” 
During our conversations, there were several occasions where I felt resistance - 
“moments of tension” — from Ms. Tanaka. These moments occurred when our 
conversations hit the following topics: 1) the role of a FL classroom and the role of a FL 
teacher in dealing with sociocultural and political issues; 2) the issue of textbook validity 
and its authoritative role; and 3) the issue regarding if and how “critical reading” practices 
can be realistically incorporated into lower-level FL classroom practices. 
• Dealing with sociocultural and/or political issues 
Ms. Tanaka spoke candidly about her beliefs regarding if and how FL teachers 
should deal with the sociocultural and political issues that the students may bring up 
during the course of the lessons. The concerns that she raised about this topic were 
closely interrelated to each other and mutually contributing. 
The first point she articulated was her stance towards some of the social and 
political issues, particularly, regarding feminism and feminist readings of different 
gendered terms. During our conversations, Ms. Tanaka said, “I don’t have a particular 
stance or opinion about that... If they want to talk about such issues, they should do it in 
literature or cultural classes....” She clearly sees that it is not the FL teachers’ role to 
address such issues. She also said regarding the current language phenomena of possible 
“border-crossing” of the gender terms in Japan, “I don’t know much about how young 
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girls in these days speak in Japan, so I can’t provide the students with any credible 
information about that.” That is to say, she seems to feel that we, as FL teachers, need to 
have the “right answers” when engaging the students in discussions that explore current 
language phenomena. 
Second, Ms. Tanaka commented on her strategies for avoiding conflicts or 
uncomfortable moments in her classroom. Her decision to avoid conflicts was prompted 
by her desire to create a harmonious classroom environment: 
Tanaka: You are right in that I tried to avoid moments of tension and conflict. I 
don’t like dealing with conflictive or controversial topics. I, instead, 
try to make the students laugh (“warai o torn”). The reason for that is 
to create a good classroom atmosphere... But, in terms of your 
interpretation that I tried to build a consensus, I don’t think I would 
care so much for that. Whether it is a consensus or not, I just want the 
students to talk, talk about anything. 
Kumagai: How about if those “talking about anything” raised a conflictive point? 
Say, something one student said challenged the other student resulting 
in a contentious moment. How would you deal with it? 
Tanaka: Well, then, I might tell them “don’t get so excited,” or “calm down 
(maa, maa, maa).” I would also tell them that “people have different 
opinions and view points.” Generally, I would try to let go of 
(“nagasu”) such moments; I would escape (“nigeru”) from 
uncomfortable moments. My principle is not to have any conflicts 
(“koto nakare shugi”). 
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Another point she raised in terms of dealing with the possible sociocultural or political 
issues was her concern about the “time and energy” that are required for her to prepare 
and deal with those situations. 
Tanaka: I feel that it is a hassle (“mendoo kusai”) to deal with those [socio-political] 
issues. It requires time and energy. In order to explain my opinions 
succinctly and easily for the students to understand, it needs a good deal of 
preparation. I don’t want to spend that much time and energy for doing that. 
Her comments illuminated the complex reality of classroom teaching. Her ways 
of dealing with conflictive moments are shaped by her personal stance and knowledge 
regarding the topics (that is to do with her beliefs as to what the roles of a FL class and a 
FL teacher ought to be), her concern and desire for the level of comfort in the classroom 
(that is to do with her identity as a teacher), and the time and energy that she is willing to 
put in order to adequately deal with the topics (that is to do with her beliefs about the 
benefits - or lack thereof - gained from addressing such issues). 
In regards to dealing with sociocultural or political issues - a likely topic for 
provoking “conflicts” - her assumptions are very clear: 1) conflict-free is better; 2) 
spending time and energy to address conflicts is not profitable; and, thus, 3) conflict is 
negative. I am sympathetic about her personal feelings for wishing to create a “conflict- 
free” learning environment as I do not like conflicts myself. However, I have come to 
believe that such an environment is neither possible nor desirable. In a classroom 
situation where a diverse group of people - students as well as teachers - come together 
brining in their different ways of being, feeling, thinking, and knowing, having conflicts 
is inevitable and is also necessary in order to produce new knowledge. 
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• Status of the textbook & the teacher 
In regards to challenging the “truth claims” presented by the textbook, Ms. 
Tanaka said that she had no problem challenging or critiquing the authors of the textbook 
or the reading materials used in the classroom. However, it became clear as our 
conversations developed that she was worried that inviting challenges to the textbook or 
to the reading materials might encourage students in developing “mistrust” with the 
textbook. That, she believes, may subsequently lead to doubts about her own credibility 
as a competent teacher. 
Tanaka: I sometimes feel that I cannot escape from promoting stereotypes as long as I 
am using this textbook. If we begin challenging everything that is written in 
the textbook, it would take too much time. And also, if we keep on saying 
such things as “this is not true,” “this is a bit outdated,” or “it doesn’t apply to 
every situation,” then the students might start thinking, “then, how come are 
we using such a textbook?” It is true that I am actually using this textbook 
thinking, “why am I using this textbook?” But I have no choice but to use it 
because there aren’t any better textbooks available. 
Kumagai: Given that there aren’t any better textbooks to use, how do you feel about using 
the reading materials in the textbook sometimes just for the purpose of 
questioning their “truth claims”? Like, taking advantage of their shortcomings. 
Tanaka: I believe that students tend to have conservative beliefs. They have certain 
beliefs about what the textbook or the teacher should be like. So, some 
students might think, “why are we using a textbook that needs to be 
challenged,” “what is this textbook for?” or “if it’s not presenting ‘truth,’ what 
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is the purpose of reading it?” I’m worried that some students’ mistrust of the 
textbook may develop into mistrust of the teacher and of the curriculum... 
They might start thinking like “there is no point of being in this class taught by 
Kumagai: 
Tanaka: 
Kumagai: 
Tanaka: 
this teacher” or “this Japanese class is meaningless.” 
What do you mean by mistrust of the teacher? 
I mean, they might question the credibility of the teacher by thinking “why is 
this teacher using such a ‘useless’ textbook?” 
I don’t understand why presenting a text as being written by a particular author 
with his/her own viewpoints and so it is open to a challenge would lead to 
mistrusting the teacher... Instead of feeling like, “I have to teach this way 
because of the way the textbook is written,” alerting the students to read and 
look at the written texts critically and allowing them to challenge them, I think, 
would be beneficial. 
It may be that I, myself, am not used to thinking “critically.” I’d rather learn 
something just from reading a written text. When you want to learn something, 
it’s not always necessary to read it critically. Just accepting it in the way it is 
written, I believe, will give you some knowledge. I’m accustomed to such a 
way of learning myself. Once we start questioning the validity of written texts, 
we might end up questioning the purpose of reading itself. I do not mean that 
the students should accept everything that is written as truth. But I think many 
of them expect that they would gain some knowledge or learn about facts by 
reading written materials. I also don’t want to deal with the situation where the 
students start challenging me by saying, “why are we reading this?” 
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Ms. Tanaka’s assumptions about textbooks and about written texts were 
illuminated in our dialogue above. The first assumption is that a textbook dictates what 
she can do within her classroom. That is, she thinks that a textbook has power over her 
conduct as a teacher. The second assumption is that a textbook (or a written text) that 
calls for students’ challenge is a “bad” - “useless” - textbook (or written text). What is 
implied in this assumption is that there are some textbooks (or written texts) that do not 
call for students’ challenge (i.e., they are “good” textbooks or written texts) and present 
truth. The third assumption is that the purpose of reading is to “learn” and to gain 
linguistic and cultural knowledge. The forth assumption is that using a textbook (or a 
written text) that does not present truth would threaten the credibility of the teacher. With 
this last assumption, Ms. Tanaka, although she had a negative feeling about the textbook, 
did not want to engage in truth-challenging moments. 
As Ms. Tanaka assumes that there are “good” written texts that represent “truth” 
and “bad” texts that represent “wrong” or “biased” information, her conclusion that the 
“wrong” choice of a written text may lead the students to question whether she is a good 
teacher is a reasonable concern. Gaining the students’ trust as a teacher is, no doubt, 
fundamentally important to conducting teaching practices. Her way of gaining students’ 
trust was by creating a fun, friendly, and harmonious classroom environment where texts 
were treated as neutral representations of facts and conflictive and diverse interpretations 
of texts were suppressed. 
However, having read sociocultural theories, critical theories and poststructural 
theories concerning language, discourse, literacy, cultures, and education, engaging in 
numerous conversations with other professionals in the field of language education, and 
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conducing this longitudinal research and analyzing my data, I take a firm position that any 
text - textbooks included - is implicated with the author’s values, assumptions and 
particular worldview, and that a text’s representations of reality (or “truth”) are always 
partial and interested, thus, always open to contestations. I do not believe that there are 
such things as textbooks or written texts that represent the “truth.” It is my position, 
therefore, that informing the students about “author intentions” and the partiality of the 
materials used in class, and that engaging them in “truth-challenging” moments are 
educationally meaningful and necessary for students to be able to interact with “real 
world” texts. 
• Question of linguistic and cultural knowledge required for “critical reading” 
In principle, Ms. Tanaka values critical reading. She practices critical reading and 
resistant reading as a part of her own daily literacy practices. However, she thinks that 
her students, as novice FL learners, cannot engage in critical reading because of their yet- 
to-be-developed language competency and cultural understandings. 
Kumagai: I remember once you told me that after 9/11 you became more interested in 
reading world politics and started to realize the importance of reading 
critically so as not to be manipulated by media reports that are politically 
biased. Wouldn’t you say that also applies to our students reading in 
Japanese? 
Tanaka: Yeah. But as for the students in a FL class, isn’t there a factor that they do not 
have enough information to read something critically? I believe that they are 
still at the stage of receiving information. For those students who have 
recently begun studying Japanese, isn’t it the case that for now they need to 
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absorb the information that are given to them, keep accumulating such 
knowledge, and then eventually they may become able to read things 
critically? 
Kumagai: But I think, if we don’t inform and show them that there is such a way of 
reading texts, a critical way of reading written materials, from the earlier stage 
of their language learning, they may form a rigid belief about “this is how we 
read in a foreign language classroom.” Once such a belief is solidly 
established, I think, it might be difficult to re-introduce them to start 
practicing critical ways of reading. I think that developing linguistic and 
cultural knowledge and engaging in critical reading practice can go in 
tandem... 
Ms. Tanaka’s assumption here is that critical reading in a foreign language cannot 
be done unless the students have sufficient knowledge about the language and culture. 
This is, in fact, a concern shared by many FL/L2 professionals who question the 
feasibility of critical literacy (or critical reading) for their FL/L2 students. I agree that for 
FL students to engage in critical reading practice meaningfully and sensibly, they need to 
be, at least, able to comprehend what the written texts literally mean (Hammond & 
Macken-Horarik, 1998). For the readers to engage in critical or resistant reading, at first, 
“provisional submission” to the written texts may be necessary (Wallace, 2003). 
However, my position is that language and cultural learning (in a traditional sense) and 
developing critical language/literacy awareness do not need to be separated or to be 
viewed in a hierarchical order (Luke, 1995; Luke & Freebody, 1997). As Wallace (2003) 
argues, “one does not need to wait for the achievement of some kind of perfect or full 
292 
competence in text comprehension to be achieved (not in any case realisable, I would 
argue) before the work of critique is begun” (p. 193). 
“Conflict” as Productive Force 
The issues and concerns raised by Ms. Tanaka in response to my study are 
significant. I understand where she is coming from and recognize many of her concerns. 
The issues that created “the moments of tension” during our conversations clearly reflect 
the tensions that exist within the field of FL education when discussing the possibilities 
for shifting to classroom practices that incorporate more critically oriented teaching 
practices. They were moments of “discourse clashes,” just to continue the use of my 
metaphor a bit further. 
But I felt that in our conversations, we were able to have a meaningful “dialogue 
between the competing discourses.” We did not engage in the conversations to prove our 
points or to convince the other that my way or her way of thinking about the classroom 
literacy practices was right or wrong. We simply pondered together how we could better 
our FL teaching practices in order to play a humble role in helping our students learn and 
grow as foreign language speakers and as global multicultural citizens. 
During our conversations, both of us were forced to reflect on our tacit beliefs and 
assumptions about FL teaching and learning and to articulate them in order to 
communicate with each other. I have learned a great deal from our conversations; and, 
apparently, so did Ms. Tanaka, as she initiated a conversation with me about some of the 
issues raised during our conversations a week after our “dialogue” took place. 
Although “having an open dialogue” between Ms. Tanaka and I may be quite 
different contextually from those dialogue I envision occurring within a classroom 
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between the teacher and the students, I am more convinced than ever that the process of 
having conflicts and dealing with them is productive because without it there will not be 
any change. As Gale (1996) puts it, “critical thinking, after all, can grow only from 
dealing with conflict and confrontation of different perspectives” (p.101). 
Some Thoughts on Teaching and Teacher Education 
Educational change depends on what teachers do and think - it’s as 
simple and as complex as that. (Fullan, 1991, p. 117) 
The conversations with Ms. Tanaka have also provided me with an opportunity to 
think about the implications that this study has for foreign language teachers and teacher 
education. During our conversations, I was reminded again and again how the dominant 
professional discourses shape the way we think about our job as language teachers. They 
shape our beliefs about what we are allowed to do in our classrooms, what we are (and 
are not) capable of doing, and what we aim to achieve through our everyday teaching 
practices. Our perspectives on how to be “good” language teachers reinscribe these 
discourses that only become visible when we discuss or reflect with others. 
Reflection on why and how we change as professionals is not merely because of 
our own choice to belong to this field, but an opportunity to reconsider some of our 
beliefs and to view other options beyond dominant or traditional perspectives. Rather 
than restricting our knowledge base to psycholinguistics or cognitive psychology, the FL 
teacher education curriculum would offer richer knowledge by incorporating 
sociocultural and critical perspectives of language learning and teaching. By learning 
and familiarizing ourselves with multiple, competing discourses, we could better 
understand the complex phenomenon of language and literacy learning. 
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Instead of limiting the use of written texts only to teaching the linguistic aspects 
of foreign language and some normative information about foreign cultures, it is 
important for teachers to recognize the importance and benefits of using texts to build 
students’ ability to analyze textual features. Abilities to carefully attend to linguistic and 
textual features, and to think about possible interpretations and implications of such 
textual choices would help students become more perceptive and critical about their own 
as well as others’ language use. Currently, such work is considered to belong to upper- 
level courses (or what may be referred to as a “special topic”) facilitated by teachers who 
are specialized in teaching literature. 
Yet, as this study has shown, students in lower-level language classes raise issues 
and concerns about textual features and their effects, and attempt to begin the process of 
text analysis that is highly relevant and significant for deepening their understanding of 
language. Because many language teachers tend to believe that it is not our job to engage 
students in discussing the textual features (and their socio-political implications), and 
often feel that we are not adequately trained to deal with such issues, those moments are 
usually left at the margins of what gets discussed in class. However, such moments are 
inherent in any language classrooms and an ability to recognize textual features is an 
essential part of language learning. The current FL teacher education curriculum misses 
offering an opportunity for teachers to develop such abilities for themselves in order to 
better prepare and become comfortable in engaging in activities and discussions with 
students in their own classroom. 
As I have demonstrated in this study, our subjectivities are produced by.our active 
use of discourses that can be traced through configurations of textual features. When 
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reading a particular text, the subject position we take up and how we react to its textual 
features, depends on multiple factors such as our own histories, life experiences, values, 
beliefs, worldviews and sense of self. We, as readers, do not react to a text in the same 
way; and we, as teachers cannot expect students to conform to our expected reactions. 
Therefore, in order to facilitate students’ productive and meaningful participation and 
engagement in classroom literacy practices, it is important that teachers attend to the 
issue of reciprocal relations between textual features and identity construction. 
Currently in JFL Teacher education curriculum, the impact of textual features - 
such as script usage (e.g., use of katakana, density of kango, Chinese compounds, and 
Wago, Japanese native words, etc.), use of gender-specific terms, and/or use of different 
levels of politeness register (including use of keigo, honorific and humble forms) among 
others - on producing particular subject positions has not been given much attention or 
significance (Austin & Kumagai, 2002a). There has not been much opportunity for 
teachers to reflect on this issue because such textual features are an everyday, common 
sense, thus, unconscious part of literacy practices. Teachers who are attentive to 
identifying their own reactions to various elements of textual features can begin to figure 
out ways their students can be guided to discovering their own responses. 
Perhaps, the future FL teacher education curriculum could offer pre-service and 
in-service teachers a course to conduct critical discourse analysis on episodes from their 
own (or others’) classrooms. Such a course would provide a great opportunity for 
teachers to critically analyze their own teaching practices and to engage in discussions 
with their peers about different interpretations and perspectives regarding the episodes. 
As this study has helped me see and understand, I believe engaging in such a project and 
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discussions would offer a great opportunity for teachers to learn and reflect on their own 
1 teaching practices. 
Learning to dialogue and to include diverse perspectives in our professional and 
teaching practice is also essential. In our professional circle, instead of turning away 
from different and competing perspectives, we stand to gain if we are open-minded and 
welcome the opportunities to keep our conversations going so that we could continue to 
better our teaching practice. In our own classrooms, taking advantage of dialogue with 
students to learn from them by positioning them as contributors to knowledge 
construction would be greatly beneficial. Instead of binding ourselves to the constructed 
image of the teacher who has to have all the answers and whose job is to dispense 
knowledge to students, it is important to recognize and reflect that our role is also as 
“learners” of language and culture, not omniscient figures of authority. By opening up a 
space for discussions in order to learn, acknowledge, and appreciate diverse views and 
multiple discourses, we can help students prepare for dealing with differences and 
conflicting ideas, for developing a sense of authorship for their own knowing, and for 
negotiating themselves in a complex web of power relations that are very much part of 
the real world. 
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APPENDIX A 
COURSE SYLLABUS 
JAPANESE II 
Course Objectives: 
This is a year-long intensive intermediate Japanese course. At the end of the year, you 
are expected: 
1) To be able to fully communicate (in speaking, listening, reading and writing) in daily 
life setting. 
2) To enhance your understanding on the social and cultural functions of the Japanese 
language. 
Textbooks: 
An Integrated Course in Elementary Japanese GENKIII. (1999) E. Banno, et al., The 
Japan Times 
An Integrated Course in Elementary Japanese GENKI II. Workbook. (2000) E. Banno, 
et al.. The Japan Times 
An Integrated Approach to Intermediate Japanese. (1994) Miura & McGloin, Japan 
Times 
Requirements and Evaluations: 
1) Class Attendance!Participation: 15% 
For a language course, attendance is essential. You are expected to attend every class. 
Your active participation is important not only to yourself but to other students in your 
class. We encourage you to think of the class as a community where your individual goal 
is not the only objective, but every one of you has to contribute to the achievement of the 
class as a whole. Therefore, attendance and participation are necessary and credited 
toward your course grade. Please come to class prepared and ready to participate. 
2) Homework: 15% 
You will have a number of homework assignments every week (e.g., writing and 
grammar exercises, and listening practice). The are assigned to help you prepare for and 
review the materials. Some of them are easy; some of them are time-consuming. So 
please plan ahead. Homework may no be graded, but is used to monitor your progress 
and to find where you have difficulties. Homework turned in after due date may not be 
accepted for a grade. 
*Dialogue Check: In order to help you improve your fluency, you will have “dialogue 
check” as a part of your homework. This semester, the instructor will assign one 
conversation from each lesson to memorize. Practice the dialogues until you can speak 
fluently and come to my office hours to perform before the last day of each chapter. 
*Dialogue Journal: The “dialogue journal” is to provide you with more opportunities to 
use the language for a meaningful purpose without fear of making mistakes and/or 
concern for grades. You are encouraged to write ANYTHING you want. The instructor 
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will reply to your journal on a regular basis. Please consider the journal as a place where 
you will have a “dialogue” with the instructor through writing. You can be creative and 
expressive by using the language you have learned. 
3) Quiz: 10% (Vocab. 5%, Kanji 5%) 
For each lesson, there will be two vocabulary quizzes and one kanji quiz. Two of the 
lowest scores from the vocabulary quizzes, and the lowest score from the kanji quizzes 
(including zeros from absences), will be dropped. 
4) Lesson Test: 15% 
There will be one lesson test for every two lessons. The lesson test includes writing and 
listening sections. 
5) Final Exam: 15% 
A two-hour long cumulative final exam will be scheduled during the final exam week. 
There will be no mid-term. 
6) Oral Test: 30% 
Three oral tests are planned in the semester. The format of the tests varies (e.g., 
interview, presentation, etc.). The details will be announced later. 
There will be NO MAKE-UPS for missed quizzes, tests, and exams without legitimate 
reasons give IN ADVANCE. The instructor reserves the right to determine the 
legitimacy of your excuses. 
Grades: 
This is a year-long course and credits are not granted for the fall semester only. Your 
final grade for the course will be determined on completion of the spring semester. 
A: 94 and above 
A-: 90-93 
B+: 86-89 
B: 82-85 
B-: 79-81 
C+: 76-78 
C: 72-75 
C-: 69-71 
D+: 66-68 
D: 62-65 
D-: 59-61 
E: 58 or below 
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APPENDIX B 
INFORMED CONSENT LETTER FOR STUDENTS 
September 20, 2001 
Dear Students: 
As I have previously explained, I would like to conduct observations in your class 
during the academic year of 2001. The observations are part of a study whose goals are 
to better understand your language and literacy (reading and writing) development in 
Japanese. My aim is to learn from you and to understand your experience as students, 
and perspectives regarding learning Japanese. The results from the study would increase 
our knowledge regarding the learning processes that students of Japanese go through, and 
would inform us as to how to improve our current practices of teaching Japanese as a 
foreign language at a college level in the US. 
I would like to request your participation in the study. I would be taking notes during 
the class meetings, and audio-recording the proceedings in the class. I may video-tape 
some of the class sessions. Such audio- and video-recorded materials are only used for 
the purpose of data analysis. I would also like permission to photocopy all of your 
writing products (that is, essays, journal entries and tests) and would like to ask some of 
you to participate in interviews (which will be conducted in English). 
The findings of this study will be used in my doctoral dissertation. It is possible that 
data collected from this study will be used in presentations made at professional 
conferences, and published articles and books. 
The identity of the school and all participants in the study will be changed in any 
written reports or articles to protect your anonymity and insure your privacy. After you 
agree to participate in the study, you still have the right to withdraw your permission at 
any time during the data-collection stage. There are no risks associated with this study. 
Your are welcome to call me or e-mail me at anytime and ask questions about the 
study. When the study is completed, a report of the study will be available at your 
request, and you are welcome to read it. 
Please fill out the attached permission form and return it to me. I certainly hope you 
will give permission, but be assured that you are free to participate or not; this has no 
influence on the evaluation of your performance in the course (Japanese II). 
Sincerely, 
Yuri Kumagai 
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PERMISSION FORM 
Date:_ 
Your Name:_ 
Please check: 
_I give permission to be included in the study of Japanese language and literacy. 
*1 also give permission to photocopy my written assignments. Yes / No 
*1 am also willing to participate in an interview. Yes / No 
_I do NOT give permission to be included in the study of Japanese language and 
literacy. 
Your Signature:___ 
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APPENDIX C 
INFORMED CONSENT LETTER FOR THE TEACHER 
By signing this consent form, I agree to participate in this ethnographic study conducted 
by Yuri Kumagai and I understand that: 
1. This study is being conducted for the purpose of collecting data to be used in Yuri 
Kumagai’s doctoral dissertation. The general focus of this dissertation is to understand 
and examine the roles literacy (reading and writing) plays in teaching and learning 
Japanese as a foreign language in a college classroom. 
2. I allow Yuri to observe my second year Japanese class during the academic year of 
2001. I understand that she will be audio-, or video-recording my class and taking notes. 
I will provide her with course syllabus, lesson plans, materials used for instruction, copies 
of students’ written work (homework, journals, exams, etc.), and records of the students’ 
performance (attendance, course grades, etc.). I agree to participate in interviews and I 
understand the interview transcripts will be used as data material. I am also aware that 
informal conversations regarding language and language teaching can be used as a part of 
her data. I have the right to review the interview tapes, reconstructive notes, and 
transcripts upon request. 
3. I know that some direct quotations may be used in publications. Pseudonyms will be 
used in all cases. I understand that the identity of the school, teacher and students will 
remain confidential. 
4. The findings from this study might be used for journal articles, books, and 
professional presentations. If data from this study were to be used in any other way, Yuri 
would contact me to obtain further written consent. 
5. Participation in this study is completely voluntary and I may withdraw at any time 
without repercussion. 
I have read and understand the contents of this form. I understand by signing this 
form I am voluntarily agreeing to participate in this study. 
Participant’s Signature Date Researcher’s Signature Date 
APPENDIX D 
INTERVIEW GUIDING QUESTIONS 
[For Students] 
Biographical Questions: 
• What is your first language/home language? 
• If you are multilingual/multiliterate, what language do you use for what purposes and 
with whom? 
• How do you define yourself in terms of race/ethnicity? In terms of your family’s 
socio-economic status? 
General Questions: 
• Why are you studying Japanese? 
• How important is it for you to become competent in Japanese? 
• What are your general impressions/feelings about the class? 
• How much do you study at home (doing homework/preparation for class, etc.)? 
• What do you think is the most important element in learning Japanese? Why? 
• What do you like the most/the least (speaking/listening/reading/writing/others)? 
• In your opinion, what is the importance of reading and writing? Speaking and 
listening? What is more important? Why? 
Literacy Questions: 
• What kinds of reading do you do/like? What kinds of writing do you do/like? 
• What functions do you think reading Japanese text(s) has in terms of your own 
learning of Japanese? In terms of achieving your own goals? 
• When you read an easy (difficult) Japanese text, how do you go about doing it? 
• Which text(s) from those you have read in class do you like the most/the least? Why? 
• What functions do you think writing has in terms of your own learning of Japanese 
language? In terms of achieving your own goals? 
• When you write short essays (small homework), how do you write? 
• When you write journal entries, how do you do that? Are there any differences 
between writing essays and writing journals? If yes, how so? 
• What are your thoughts about writing the journal? 
• How do you view writing a journal in Japanese (e.g., A conversation with the teacher, 
or just another homework)? Do you read the teacher’s responses? Do you re-read 
your own entries after you get the journal back? 
• Do you keep (Have you kept) a journal in any other languages? Are there any 
differences in terms of what and/how to write? 
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APPENDIX D (Cont’d) 
[For Teacher] 
Interview: #1 (10/1/01) 
• What is your teaching philosophy? 
• What do you see as the purpose for reading and writing instruction? 
• What are your goals regarding reading and writing instruction? 
• How do you use reading text(s) in classroom? 
• What are the criteria for choosing reading text(s)/material(s) as supplements? Why? 
Interview: #2 (5/18/02)) 
• How do you describe yourself as a teacher? 
• Please reflect and comment on your past year’s experience teaching “Japanese II.” 
• How do you define “reading” or “reading comprehension”? 
• What roles do you assign to “reading” and “writing”? 
• What do you think are the goals for students engaging in “reading” and “writing”? 
• Please comment on all of the students in the class. 
• How do you deal with moments of “outside-your-agenda-talking” during class? 
• Do you think it is important to discuss sociocultural/ideological/political implications 
of language use? Why? 
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APPENDIX E 
CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS: ANALYTICAL TOOLS 
(Fairclough, 1992b, pp.232-238) 
Text Practice: 
Interactional Control 
• What turn-taking rules are in operation? Are the rights and obligations of 
participants symmetrical or asymmetrical? 
• What exchange structure is in operation? 
• How are topics introduced, developed, and established, and is topic control 
symmetrical or asymmetrical? 
• How are agendas set and by whom? How are they policed and by whom? Does 
one participant evaluate the utterances of others? 
• To what extent do participants formulate the interaction? What functions do 
formulations have, and which participant(s) formulate(s)? 
Cohesion 
• What functional relations are there between the clauses and sentences of the text? 
• Are there explicit surface cohesive markers of functional relations? Which types 
of marker (reference, ellipsis, conjunction, lexical) are most used? 
Politeness 
• Which politeness strategies are used, by whom, and for what purposes? 
Ethos 
• How particular versions of selves (social identities) are constructed and signaled? 
Grammar 
Transitivity: 
• What process types (action, event, relational, mental) are most used, and what 
factors may account for this? 
• Is grammatical metaphor a significant feature? 
• Are passive clauses or nominalizations frequent, and if so what motivations for 
functions do they appear to serve? 
Theme: 
• What is the thematic structure of the text, and what assumptions (e.g., about the 
structuring of knowledge or practice) underlie it? 
• Are marked themes frequent, and if so what motivations for them are there? 
Modality: 
• What sorts of modalities are most frequent? 
• Are modalities predominantly subjective or objective? 
• What modality features are most used? 
Word meaning 
• What key words’ are of general or more local cultural significance? 
Wording 
• Does the text contain new lexical items, and if so what theoretical, cultural, 
ideological significance do they have? 
• What intertextual relations are drawn upon for the wording in the text? 
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• Does the text contain evidence of overwording or rewording of certain domains of 
meaning? 
Metaphor 
• What factors (cultural, ideological, etc.) determine the choice of metaphor? 
Discourse Practice: 
Interdiscursivitv 
• Is there an obvious way of characterizing the sample overall (in terms of genre)? 
• Does the sample draw upon more than one genre? 
• What activity type(s), style(s), discourse(s) are drawn upon? 
• Is the discourse sample relatively conventional in its interdiscursive properties, 
or relatively innovative? 
Intertextual Chains 
• What sorts of transformation does this discourse sample undergo? 
• Are the intertextual chains and transformations relatively stable, or are they 
shifting, or contested? 
• Are there signs that the text producer anticipates more than one sort of audience? 
Coherence 
• How heterogeneous and how ambivalent is the text for particular interpreters, and 
consequently how much inferential work is needed? 
• Does it receive resistant readings? From what sort of readers? 
Conditions of Discourse Practice 
• Is the text produced (consumed) individually or collectively? 
• What sort of non-discursive effects does this sample have? 
Manifest Intertextualitv 
Discourse representation: 
• Is it direct or indirect? 
• What is represented: aspects of context and style, or just ideational meaning)? 
• Is the represented discourse clearly demarcated? Is it translated into the voice of 
the representing discourse? 
• How is it contextualized in the representing discourse? 
Presupposition: 
• How are presuppositions cued in the text? 
• Are there links to the prior texts of others, or the prior texts of the text producer? 
• Are they sincere or manipulative? 
• Are they polemical (such as negative sentences)? 
• Are there instances of metadiscourse or irony? 
Social Practice: 
Social matrix of discourse 
How does this instance stand in relation to social structures and relations (is it 
conventional and normative, creative and innovative, oriented to restructuring them, 
oppositional, etc.?) 
What effects does it contribute to reproducing or transforming them? 
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Orders of discourse 
What is the relationship of the instance of social and discursive practice to the orders of 
discourse it draws upon? 
What are the effects of reproducing or transforming orders of discourse? 
Ideological and political effects of discourse 
What are the ideological and hegemonic effects on systems of knowledge and belief, on 
social relations, and on social identities? 
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APPENDIX F 
ENGLISH TRANSLATION OF TRANSCRIPTS 
Example 1: “What are the three types of sifts in Japan?” (Ms. Tanaka) 
1 Tanaka: Okay, good. 
2 Then, up to here. 
3 Okay. There were three [types of] presents. 
4 What and what and what? 
5 Danaj: Ochuugen (Mid-year gift). 
6 Tanaka: Right. Ochuugen. 
7 And? 
8 Zen: Oseebo (End-of-the-year gift). 
9 Tanaka: Right. Oseebo. 
10 And? 
11 Duff: A New Year’s day’s present. 
12 Tanaka: Okay. How do you call the present on New Year’s day? 
13 Duff: Otoshidama. 
14 Tanaka: Okay. What kind of present is Otoshidama? 
15 When and to whom, do [people] give? 
16 urn...Ms. Eun? 
17 Eun: Usually, to children or = 
18 Tanaka: =well, when? 
19 Eun: oh, yeah. 
20 On New Year’s day, to children, [people] rent* children money = 
(*wrong verb choice) 
21 Tanaka: =to rent? 
22 Eun: No. 
23 urn...Give. 
24 Tanaka: Right. That’s right, isn’t it. 
25 [People] give a present of money to children. 
Example 2: “What did xou do on Valentine’s day this year?” (Ms. Tanaka) 
1 Tanaka: [What is] today’s topic? 
2 Danaj: Valentine’s day. 
3 Tanaka: Right, it’s Valentine’s Day, isn’t it? 
4 Everyone, did you give or receive anything on Valentine’s Day this year? 
5 Lin: No. 
6 Tanaka: <laugh> Ms. Lin, no? 
7 Oh, I see. 
8 Is there anyone who gave or received anything? 
9 Danaj: From [my] parents 
10 Tanaka:Okay? What did you receive from [your] parents? 
11 Danaj: [I] received flowers. 
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12 Tanaka:Oh, I see. 
13 That’s nice, isn’t it? 
14 [They are] sweet parents, aren’t they? 
15 [How about] other people? 
[Continues until all of the students share their experience: 34 more turns] 
Example 3: “It*s not!read (pronounced)1 ‘everxdax ”* (Ms. Tanaka) 
1 Key: “International students, too, mainichi* (everyday)” ((*wrong kanji sound)) 
2 Tanaka: It’s not “mainichi (everyday).” 
3 Key: oh, “kyoo* kyoo (today, today)” 
4 Tanaka: kyoo (today) 
5 Key: “today three people ita* (entered/joined)” ((*wrong kanji sound)) 
6 Tanaka: well, “haitta* (joined)” ((corrects the kanji sound)) 
7 Key: “haitta (joined).” 
Example 4: “Let me do a kanji lesson ” (Ms. Tanaka ) 
1 Tanaka: As for the “exploration club,” what is the club for? 
2 As for the “exploration club,” what sort of things do [people] do? 
3 ...what do [they] do, in the “exploration club”? 
4 Lin: |They| enter uninhabited islands or caves. 
5 Tanaka: [They] go to uninhabited islands or caves. 
6 well, that’s right, [let me do] a bit of kanji [lesson], okay? 
7 Everyone, please be careful with this, okay? 
8 Okay, what is this? 
(writes the kanji word “hairu (the intransitive verb to “enter”)” on the board) 
9 Ss: Enter. 
10 Tanaka:Right, enter. 
11 How about this? 
(writes the kanji word “ireru” (the transitive verb to “put in”) on the board) 
12 Ss: Putin. 
13 Tanaka:Right, put in. 
14 [They are] the same kanji, aren’t they? 
15 But, [they are] different, transitive [and] intransitive [verbs]. 
16 Which one is this? Transitive? Intransitive? 
(continues) 
73 Tanaka:Okay, what is “an uninhabited island”? 
74 Let’s see, Duff-san. 
75 Duff: ah, ah, [I] don’t know. 
76 Tanaka:[You] don’t know? 
77 Then, Chen-san, what is “an uninhabited island”? 
78 Chen: [It is] an island where people aren’t living. 
79 Tanaka:Right, that’s right, isn’t’ it? 
80 Or, ‘a thing called something something is a thing about something 
something.’ 
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81 This is when it’s a noun, okay? 
82 And, when it’s a verb, ‘is something something.’ 
83 Okay, so, “a thing called an inhabited island is an island where people are not 
living.” 
Example 5: “Let’s talk only about the things that are written here(Ms. Tanaka) 
1 Tanaka: According to the authors, okay, first of all, as for American students, first of 
all, what sort of things are there? 
2 Zen: American teachers are strict. 
3 Tanaka: Okay, [they] are strict. 
4 The teachers, the teachers are strict, are they? 
5 Here at the beginning section, okay, it is written fas] “but after entering 
college, America is by far stricter/harder,” right? 
6 Is it the teachers that are strict, I wonder? 
7 Or, is it everything? 
8 S?: Life in general is stricter/harder. 
9 Tanaka: Right, that’s right, isn’t it? 
10 What is stricter/harder is the life. 
(continues) 
28 Tanaka: Okay, anything else? 
29 What kinds of things are different from Japanese colleges? 
30 Danaj: Everyday, [you] have to go to class. 
(continues) 
37 Tanaka:Is it about America? 
38 Danaj: Yes. 
39 Tanaka:Is it written? 
40 Danaj: Yes... 
41 Tanaka: Where is it, I wonder? 
42 Danaj: Maybe I’m inferring. <laugh> 
43 Tanaka:Right, here, you know well about many things [about American colleges], but 
[talk about] the things [that are] written here, okay? 
44 Let’s try talking only the things that are written here. 
45 Please list [them]. 
Critical Moment 1 (February 12. 2002): “That's sexism. isn’t it?” (Ms. Danaj) 
[Beginning] “Men’s and women’s language are different, right?” (Ms. Tanaka) 
1 Tanaka: ...then, this one, this ending, these students A and B, a man and a woman, 
[their] words/languages are different, aren’t they? 
2 Is it all right? 
3 For example, let’s see, the most different one is, okay, student A (male) said 
“ooi (hey), English teacher,” right? 
4 The word “ooi” is, well, a word that men often use. 
5 If it is a woman, what would [she] say when calling on someone? 
6 What does [she] say, [as] a woman? 
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7 Men say “chotto, oi” but 
8 I wonder if you remember? 
(Ms. Danaj raises her hand slightly) 
9 Ms. Danaj? 
10 Danaj: Don’t [women] use “ooi”? 
11 Tanaka: Women don’t use it much, [I] think. 
12 Yeah. 
[Problematizing gendered language practices] “That’s sexism, isn’t it?” (Ms. Danaj) 
13 Danaj: That’s sexism, isn’t it? 
14 Tanaka: <laugh> That may be so. 
15 Women often say “nee, nee,” right? 
16 Men [say] “ooi.” 
17 Women [say] “nee.” 
18 okay? 
[Ending] “How would YOU, as a woman, finish the sentence?” (Ms. Tanaka) 
19 And then, “how do [you] say ‘cave’ in English?” 
20 The phrase, “something something dai ’ too, is in many cases, used by men. 
21 Then, what’d be appropriate for you to say? 
22 Do you have any ideas? 
23 “As for a cave, what...what...”? 
24 How would YOU finish the sentence? 
25 Lin: Say no? 
26 Tanaka: Right. 
27 It’s good to say “how do you say no,’’ right? 
28 “how do you say no’’? 
29 Okay, good, right? 
30 Then, there, do you have any questions, everyone? 
31 [about] this sentence, this dialogue 
32 okay? 
Critical Moment 2 (February 14 & 18. 2002): “This is different from my experience.” 
(Ms. Eun) 
[Phase Two] 
Part One: High School Life: 
54 Tanaka: Everyone, [you] just talked, but 
55 was your experience like that? 
56 Did [you] have a lot of free time? 
57 Eun: No, it is different. 
58 Tanaka: No, it is different <laugh> 
59 Okay, then, ‘no, it was different’? 
(Ms. Tanaka raises her hand in a gesture instructing the students to vote) 
60 Okay. 
61 ‘yes, it was like that’? 
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(Ms. Tanaka raises her hand in a gesture instructing the students to vote) 
(continues) 
71 Tanaka: Then, those who said ‘no, it’s different,’ 
72 what sort of things are different? 
73 Lin: There are a lot of homework and reports and studying-stuff*. 
((*incorrect grammar)) 
74 Tanaka: There is a lot of studying-stuff*. ((*corrects grammar)) 
75 Oh, I see. 
76 So does everyone? 
(Several students nod) 
77 Oh, I see. 
78 Then, everyone, when you came to college, you didn’t think ‘Wow, it’s 
haaard”? 
79 So, you are like, ‘well, it’s the same thing again. All right, I see’? 
(Several students nod) 
80 Oh, I see. 
81 Ah, then, is it the students at Stanton college who studied harder when they 
were in high school? 
82 Or, generally in any high school, not this much, is it different from this [the 
experience described in the material]? 
83 Lin: Usually, everyone, when in a high school, they also study, I think. 
84 Tanaka: Oh I see. 
85 Okay, now, about college life, right. 
Part Two: College Life: 
452 Tanaka: The college life described here and the college life you think about, how are 
they different? 
453 What aspects are the same, what aspects are different? 
454 A little. 
455 Chen: Ah 
456 Tanaka: Please [go ahead]. 
457 Chen: In American college, friends, as for the life in American college, friends are 
important too. 
458 Tanaka: Oh, even in, even in* American college life, is the relationship with 
friends important? ((reinforces better lexical option)) 
459 I see. 
460 How about other people? 
461 Eun: When in high school, I studied more. 
462 But, urn..., but, when in college, 
I ...urn...I ...I didn’t work this hard. <laugh> 
463 Tanaka: “this much,” how would [you say] that? 
464 this much, this much what is hard? 
465 Eun: This much muzukashii (difficult./hard)? 
466 Tanaka: No. This case, isshookenmee (hard). 
467 Eun: ishookenmee 
468 Tanaka: Right, this much isshookenmee? 
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469 Eun: ishookenmee 
470 Tanaka: study? 
471 Eun: study, didn’t study. 
472 My, my life is, urn...it was in the middle? 
473 Tanaka: middle? 
474 middle of what? 
475 Eun: Ah, this, this, of this story, American life and, of, of American high school 
life and American college... 
476 Tanaka: in the middle . 
477 about middle. 
478 Eun: Yes. 
479 Tanaka: Is it?. 
480 Ah, is that so. 
481 I see. 
482 How about other people? 
483 Your image about college life and the life described here. 
484 College life in America 
485 What? 
486 Danaj: American college students are not only studying 
487 Tanaka: Okay. 
488 Danaj: Clubs, sports, and talking about politics. 
489 Tanaka: Okay, about politics 
j 490 Danaj: Yes 
491 Tanaka: Do [you] often talk about [it] ? 
492 Danaj: Yes! 
493 Tanaka: Okay. Ms. Duff. 
494 Ms. Duff, you’ve been in the college already for four years, right? 
495 Duff: Yes. 
496 Tanaka: How is it? About college life 
497 Duff: urn...urn... 
498 Tanaka: [Did you] study this much? Is your life like studying, studying? 
499 Duff: No. 
500 American college students, college students’ life is, ...moo* (more) fun. 
((♦wrong lexical choice)) 
501 Tanaka: motto* (more) ((*provides correct word)) 
502 Duff: [it] is more fun.. 
503 um...yes. 
504 urn...a lot of sports, and*, or* other club [activities] (wej do. ((self-corrects 
for better lexical choice) 
505 Tanaka: Oh , I see. 
506 How about other people? 
(Ss: no response) 
507 Let’s see, well, then, it’s time but 
508 then, let’s see, everyone, please try to think a bit 
509 everyone, on average how many hours do you study a day? 
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[Phase Six] 
1 Tanaka: 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 Zen: 
10 Tanaka: 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
“Your life may not be so different from the textbook, then” (Ms. Tanaka) 
Then, I’d like you to see this, everyone, but 
In the textbook, the most [frequent] answer was “lecture,” right? 
When you see this [survey results], again, “lecture” is the most frequent 
answers, right? 
Okay. 
And, also, about the time spent studying, it looks like 5 to 6 hours is the 
most frequent answers, but 
From 4 hours to 5 hours, from 5 hours to 6 hours, are the most frequent 
answers, right? 
How was it in the textbook? 
Do you remember? 
7.6 hours. 
Right, 7.6 hours, so, it’s here, right? (pointing at the chart) 
well, it is less than that, right? 
Okay, 
But it may not be so different, right? 
Everyone, the students at Stanton are very diligent, aren’t they7 
Okay. 
Then, [I] will end the lesson with this, today, okay. 
Critical MomWt 3 (April 8.MM2): “Is it true or a stereotype?” (Ms. Danaj) 
[Beginning] 
(Ms. Tanaka) 
55 Tanaka: 
56 
57 
58 Danaj: 
59 Tanaka: 
60 
61 Chen: 
62 Tanaka: 
63 Chen: 
64 Tanaka: 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 Lin: 
70 Tanaka: 
71 Lin: 
72 Tanaka: 
What would YOU first do in Hong Kong?... How about a Japanese?” 
Well then, when foreigners find out the customs, which one do [they] 
think is “weird,” “what? Creepy!” ? 
Is it the first type of omiyage! 
Is it the second type of omiyage? 
Two (meaning, the second type). 
uh huh. It is the second [type] of omiyage, right? 
Why is that, Ms. Chen? 
Why? 
uh huh, why it is weird? 
Things from other places are, ...[you] don’t know, so, 
that food are, ...urn...urn... specialties from the regions are strange, 
[I/they] think. 
Is that the Japanese who think it’s strange? 
Well? Just a minute, okay. 
All right, then, 
For example, everyone, do you want to go on a trip now? 
a place you wanna go, except Japan. 
I would like to go to Hong Kong. 
What? 
Hong Kong. 
Hong Kong. 
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73 
74 
(continues) 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 Lin: 
83 Tanaka: 
84 Lin: 
Then, [you] want to go to Hong Kong. 
Now, everyone, [you] go to Hong Kong. 
[You] went to a hotel and left your luggage. 
‘Now, what shall I do?’ 
Okay, from now, everyone, [you] will be in Hong Kong for a week. 
Okay, first, what do you want to do? 
Shopping <laugh> or sightseeing, I want to do. 
Right. Sightseeing or shopping, you want to do. 
Yes. 
85 Tanaka: How about other people? 
(continues eliciting other activities that the students might do while in Hong Kong) 
108 Tanaka: Okay, now, [about] Japanese people. 
109 Japanese people went to Hong Kong from Japan. 
(draws a picture of many Japanese tourists) 
110 
111 
(Ss: laugh) 
112 
113 
114 
Okay, these are all Japanese. 
“okaaaay, everyone, this way please.” (mimics as if being a tour guide) 
[it’s] a tour. 
Many Japanese came to Hong Kong. 
As a stereotype for Japanese, there is a camera here. 
(draws cameras around the necks of the people in the picture) 
(Ss laugh) 
(continues) 
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122 Lin: 
123 Tanaka: 
124 Zen: 
125 Tanaka: 
126 
Okay, these people, first of all, what will they do? 
Shopping. 
Right, it’s shopping, but, what kind of shopping is it? 
[They are] doing shopping [because they are] worrying about souvenirs. 
Right, that’s right, isn’t it? 
Perhaps, the first day arriving to Hong Kong, the places [they] will go are 
the souvenir shops. 
[Challenging the textual representation] “Is it true, or a stereotype?” (Ms. Danaj) 
127Danaj: Is it true? 
128 
129 Tanaka: 
130 
131 
132 
133 
134 
135 
136 
137 
138 
Is it a stereotype? 
Let’s see [we wonder]. 
Is there anyone who’s been to Japan? 
well, Japanese people, 
This is my opinion, but 
Even among Japanese, there are many different Japanese, right? 
So [I] think it’s different depending on a person. 
For example, I am Japanese, but, 
the other day 11] went to Dominican Republic, right? 
I have to buy souvenirs for my friends. 
I bought [them) 30 minutes before the bus was due to leave on the day of 
returning. 
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139 Lin: 
140 Tanaka: 
141 
(continues) 
[Ending: Re 
156 Tanaka: 
157 
158 
159 
160 
161 
162 
163 
164 Danaj: 
165 Tanaka: 
166 
167 
<laugh> 
‘ah, this and this, ah, okay, this, this, this, this. Okay. Done.’ I thought. 
So, I think it depends on the person, but. 
■emphasis of Stereotype] “Please think stereotypically.” (Ms. Tanaka) 
Okaay, everyone, how is it? 
If you see such a Japanese person, what do you think? 
For example, your friend, a Japanese friend, came to Stanton College. 
Well, this is a bit of a stereotype. 
Please think stereotypically. 
Then, a Japanese person came to visit Stanton College. 
Last night, [she/he] arrived at Stanton. 
[Regarding] the first place that person visits, where would that be? 
Bookstore 
A bookstore, that’s right, isn’t it? 
That’s what, stereotype, it’s a little stereotypical, but 
this is, what this textbook is saying is, in other words, things like that. 
Critical Moment 4 (April 10, 2002): “A bone to pick against Valentine’s Day.” (Ms. 
Eun) 
1) (Hi)story 
187 Tanaka: 
188 
189 
190 
191 
192 
193 Danaj: 
194 Tanaka: 
195 Danaj: 
196 Tanaka: 
197 Lin: 
198 Danaj: 
199 
200 
201 
202 
203 Lin: 
204 Danaj: 
205 
206 
207 
208 Tanaka: 
of Valentine’s Day in Japan: 
Well, I heard it earlier, (I) suppose Ms. Eun and Ms. Harris, too? 
Last year, in Prof. E’s class, you’ve talked about Valentine’s day? 
Is there anything interesting? 
Please tell/teach everyone in class. 
I’d like to know that, too. 
What sort of interesting facts did you learn? 
Can I explain in English? 
Can you do it in Japanese? 
No. * 
Is it a bit difficult? 
I’ve forgotten [it] a bit. <laugh> 
urn...it started because like. 
ah. a Japanese businessman was in France... 
and that the Japanese learned about the Valentine’s day tradition from a Japanese 
company 
and someone like misunderstood the tradition 
and they thought xxx= 
=It was a misprint= 
=Yeah. 
and that’s how it came to Japan 
that only women give gifts on Valentine’s day. 
and to make up for it. they started the white day, 
mmmmmm, oh, I see. 
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2) Critiques 
209 Eun: 
210 
211 
212 
213 
214 
215 Danaj: 
216 
217 
218 
219 Tanaka: 
220 Danaj: 
221 
222 
223 
224 Eun: 
225 Danaj: 
226 Eun: 
227 Lin: 
228 
229 
230 Eun: 
231 Lin: 
232 Danaj: 
233 Tanaka: 
234 Eun: 
235 Tanaka: 
of Valentine’s Day in Japan as a Sociocultural Practice: 
It was really really, like, 
even though there is a white day. 
it’s funny. 
that people who end up buying for the day are the wives of businessmen 
so. its’ women give it to men 
and women have to shop to give back to women. 
There is also, like, this mother complex 
more like women have to take a superior role bv. child, giving stuff. 
like mother gives stuff to the children. 
It’s like a complex. <laugh> 
Iseeeeeee. 
There are things like. 
veah. that women get power on. like. Valentine’s day 
because she is giving 
and they are receiving = 
=but only by the mother role 
Yeah. 
That’s the only thing= 
=it also puts women in a lower role 
because the woman is obliged to give chocolate to like everyone, all the men 
in the work place. 
it’s kind of like, as a subordinate= 
=but men are not obliged to give back. 
Yeah. 
This is why we were complaining last semester, [laughs] 
oh, I see. 
A bone to pick against Valentine’s day. 
I didn’t know [that] at all. 
3) Teacher’s Coda: 
236 Tanaka: I’ve heard two theories in Japan 
237 This is not academic at all, like. 
238 people talk about this. 
239 One is “conspiracy” by chocolate companies 
240 Chocolate companies want to sell chocolates. 
241 Ss: Right, right. 
242 Tanaka: Therefore, “oh, Valentine’s day, it’s perfect.” 
243 So, one is that there is a conspiracy [theory] that a chocolate company 
thought about Valentine’s day 
244 And, the other is, umm.. 
245 traditionally, Japanese women cannot say “I like you” to men 
246 but, Valentine’s day is the only chance in the year 
247 [I’]ve heard that story too. 
248 So, when I was in elementary, in middle school, Valentine’s day 
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was a big deal 
249 there is a boy [I] like 
250 It’s Valentine’s day 
251 It was a day like, ’’what shall I do? Should I give a chocolate or shouldn’t I? 
Should I, or shouldn’t I give? What shall I do? Thump, thump, thump, 
thump.” 
252 But nowadays it seems that [people] give many [chocolates] to anybody, 
253 it doesn’t matter much any more, right? 
254 Okay, good? 
255 Well, that is the stories about Valentines day, and 
256 okay, now, well, [let’s do] grammar. 
Critical Moment 5 (May 1. 2002): “Why is it written in Katakana?” (Ms. Eun) 
[Beginning] 
1 Eun: Why here [the author] used katakana! 
2 Tanaka: [We] wonder why? 
3 Let’s talk [about it] later. 
[Discussion on katakana usage] 
110 Tanaka: Earlier, from Ms. Eun, a question was raised, but 
111 here, “Daijoobu” is written in katakana, isn’t it? 
112 Why do you think it is written in katakanal 
113 Eun: Even though [one] says in Japanese, as for foreigners do [Japanese people] 
use katakana! 
114 Tanaka: huh? 
115 as for foreigners? 
116 Eun: as for foreigners’ words, do [Japanese people] use katakanal 
117 Tanaka: What do you think, everyone? 
118 Well, indeed, in Japanese there are cases that [people] use katakana for 
foreigners’ words. 
119 What kinds of occasions, do you think? 
120 There are cases that [people] write words said by foreigners in katakana. 
121 What kinds of occasions, do you think? 
122 What do you think? Ms. Chen? 
123 Chen: I don’t know. 
124 Tanaka: What do you think? Everyone? 
125 What kinds of occasions, do you think [people] use katakanal 
126 Zen: when [yon want to make an) emphasis. 
127 Tanaka: emphasis? 
128 what emphasis? 
129 Zen: ah... 
130 when [onel says an important word, for the word with emphasis [you] use 
katakana. 
131 Tanaka: Right, could be. 
132 Lin: Probably, Zoey is not good at Japanese. 
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133 Tanaka: not good at? 
134 Lin: ..so. she didn’t sav it right? 
135 Tanaka: correctly? 
136 Lin: correctly 
137 Tanaka: did not say. 
138 Lin: did not say. 
139 Tanaka: Right, it could be so. 
140 Other people? How is it? 
141 ... why is it in katakanal 
142 Now, let’s see, Ms. Zen [said] emphasis, because it is an important word 
143 Ms. Lin [said], probably because [Zoey is] a foreigner, it’s not correct 
pronunciations or way of saying. 
144 [how about] other people? 
145 Do you have any [ideas]? 
146 Everyone [thinks] the same? 
[Ending] 
147 Tanaka: 
148 
149 
150 
151 
152 
153 
154 
155 
156 
157 
158 
159 
160 
161 
162 
163 
Okay, let me see, 
in this case, this is again my opinion, but... 
I don’t know. 
I don’t know unless [I] ask the mother who wrote this, 
perhaps, I think it’s both. 
perhaps, for one, her pronunciation is a bit different from Japanese persons; 
this is one. 
and, another thing is, perhaps, this word, “daijoobu” is the word that Zoey 
uses a lot. 
So, perhaps, well, it was written in this other small section, 
[there was] in the explanation, but 
In this home, Zoey uses the word “daijoobu” frequently, I hear. 
Therefore, both the father and the mother, nowadays, use “daijoobu” a lot 
together with [Zoey], I hear. 
So, I think there are these two meanings. 
[It’s] my opinion, okay, 
okay, then, well. 
With this, the reading is completed, but 
do you have any questions? 
okay? 
Contrasting Case 1 (April 17. 2002): 
“You don’t know what ‘silo’ is?!” (Ms. Linsey)... 
“If you don’t know what ‘silo’ is, please watch the movie ‘witness’.” 
(Ms. Tanaka) 
[Beginning] 
1 Tanaka: Okay, now. 
2 About Hokkaido. 
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3 Until this point, is it okay? 
4 Any questions? 
5 Danaj: What is ‘silo’? 
[Description of Silo] 
6 Tanaka: Silo? 
7 Silo is... 
8 Linsey: You don’t know what Silo is!? 
9 Lin: It’s a big barn. 
10 Linsey: Oh my God! 
11 Lin: City people? 
(Ss & T: laugh) 
12 Tanaka: There are many in Wisconsin, right? 
13Danaj: <Laugh> I’m sorry. 
14Linsey: It’s ...for corn or grain...xxx 
15 It’s really tall and like a dorm, like 
16 And when you pay your xxx. you get in most cases an American flag to put on 
your Silos so that everybody knows that you paid for your Silo. 
17Danaj: <laugh> 
18 Tanaka: [It’s] a building like this, right? Perhaps. 
(draws a picture on the board while Ms. Linsey was explaining) 
19 Duff: It’s just a big container. 
20 Linsey: uh huh, yeah. 
21 Duff: hallow containers 
22Linsey: And it grinds, like, if you fall in a Silo, you basically gonna get ground off to 
death. 
23Lin: oh. ouch! 
24Duff: You can also xxx brain grinding. 
25Linsey: Yeah. 
26Lin: Oh. okay. 
(Ss laugh) 
27 Linsey: So. at least you won’t feel the pain. 
(Sslaugh) 
28Danaj: How do you xxx 
29Linsey: Yeah, there is like, um... like. 
30 well, there is a machine like a track type thing that has xxx goes up the belt. 
31 Up 
(Ms. Tanaka is still drawing a picture following Linsey’s descriptions) 
32Lin: Wow! 
[Ending] 
33Tanaka: well, what was it? 
34 A movie by Harrison Ford? 
35 and, let’s see, there was a movie called ‘Witness’? 
36 Do you know it, everyone? 
37 Is a silo in there? 
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38 S?: Yes. 
39Tanaka: It is in there, right? 
40 And that is the point, right? 
41 S?: Yes. 
42Tanaka: Yeah, okay. 
43 Everyone, those of you [who] don’t know silo, please watch the ‘Witness] by 
Harrison Ford. 
(Ss laugh) 
44Tanaka:Okay, a bit violent but 
45 But it is an interesting movie, and 
46 it is about Amish village. 
47 Okay. Anything else? 
48 Do you have any questions? 
49 Okay? 
Contrasting Case 2 (April 8. 2002): 
“A glee club at the Navy college, huh?” (Ms. Tanaka) 
“It is famous!” (Ms. Danaj) 
[Scene 1] 
1 Tanaka: Was there anything fun during the weekend? 
(Danaj: giggles happily) 
2 Lin: [There are] a lot. 
3 Tanaka: [Are there] a lot? 
4 Lin: Yes. 
5 Tanaka: Ms. Lin, what’s there? 
6 Lin: There were a party in* my dorm. ((*incorrect particle use)) 
7 Tanaka: In* the dorm. ((*corrects the particle)) 
8 oh, I see. 
9 The party, was it fun? 
10 Lin: Yes, it was good. 
11 Tanaka:right, I see. 
12 Anything else? 
13 Ms. Zen? 
14 Zen: In* the Wilson [dorm] there was a party. ((*incorrect particle use)) 
15 Tanaka:In* the Wilson [dorm]. ((*corrects the particle)) 
16 Zen: In*, there was a party. ((*corrects the particle)) 
(Ms. Tanaka wrote on the blackboard: ni vs. de.) 
17 [We/I] saw many movies. 
(lines 18-32: Ms. Tanaka conducts a brief grammar lesson on difference between the 
particles, ni and de.) 
33 Tanaka:okay then, during the weekend, any other things that were fun? 
34 Danaj: To that |party], male students from Naval Academy of United States came, so 
the party was much more fun. 
35 Tanaka:oh, I see <iaugh> 
36 [Did] anyone meet these male students? 
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(Ms. Danaj & Ms. Zen raise their hand) 
37 Two [of you 1? 
38 Danaj: Ms. Lin, too. 
39 Tanaka:Ms. Lin, too? 
40 Lin: oh, [I] only saw* [them], ((incorrect verb conjugation)) 
41 Tanaka:oh, I see. 
42 Ms. Danaj, those male students, how were they? 
43 Danaj: very, gentleman?...gentleman-like. 
44 Tanaka:very, [we/you] say “shinshi.” 
45 very shinshH 
46 Danaj: Yes, were. 
47 Tanaka: [they] were kind? 
48 Danaj: yes. 
49 Tanaka;oh, I see. 
(Ms. Danaj: laugh) 
50 [you] look happy, aren’t you? Ms. Danaj. 
51 How about you, Ms. Zen? 
52 Zen: This person is living in my dorm. 
53 Tanaka:What!? Living? 
54 Zen: Yes. 
55 Tanaka: [did they] stay? 
56 Zen: oh, [they] stayed. 
57 Tanaka:Gosh, I was surprised!! 
[Scene 2] 
72 Tanaka: Yes? (to Ms. Linsey) 
73 Linsey: um...I...met men, men from Naval Academy. 
74 [I] met and, met* and men and Curtis-san (i.e., her boyfirend), urn... 
((incorrect verb conjugation; immediately self-corrects it)) 
75 How do you say to get into fight? 
76 Ss: Oh. no! <laugh> 
77 Tanaka:Waaait a minute! 
78 Curtis-san, this weekend, Curtis-san was at Stanton= 
79 Linsey: =yes= 
80 Tanaka:=was here? 
81 Linsey: urn...West Point and Naval Academy ...urn...are rivalry . 
82 Tanaka: right, “raibaru-koo, (rivalry school)”, (wrote the word on the board) 
83 Lin & Danaj: (laugh looking at the word) 
84 TanakaTt’s ‘koo’ for school. 
85 ‘Raibaru-koo,’ a school that is a rivalry. 
86 Linsey: is... ‘raibaru-koo’, so, I ...um...to fight? 
87 Lin & Danaj: ‘kenka sum' 
88 Linsey: ‘kenka shi miru, shi mitai. (having hard time conjugating verb to mean “want 
to see”) 
89 1 wanted to see them fight. 
(Ss laugh) 
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/ 
90 Tanakaiokay, then, what is ‘make them fight’?. 
91 Kenkal 
92 Linsey: kenka 
93 Danaj: s as era 
94 Tanaka: right, saseru (writes it on the board) 
95 And, if it’s ‘I wanted’? 
96 Kenka sasel 
97 Ss: tai 
98 Tanaka:right, past tense 
99 Ss: takatta. 
100 Tanaka:right, kenka sasetakatta desu. 
101 right, but did [they] fight? 
102 Linsey: no. 
(continues) 
[Scene 3] 
152 
153 Danaj: 
154 Tanaka: 
155 Danaj: 
156 Tanaka: 
157 Danaj: 
158 Tanaka: 
159 Danaj: 
160 Tanaka: 
161 Lin: 
162 Tanaka: 
163 
(Sslaugh) 
164 
165 
but, well, regarding students in Navy school, and, West Point, are there 
frequent exchange with Stanton college? 
[they] came because [they were] glee club, 
oh, I see. 
Yes. 
A glee club at Navy school...? <laugh> 
[it] is famous, 
huh? 
[it] is famous. 
Is it famous?! 
and Stanton college, glee club too, intends to go to Anapolis. 
oh, is that so? 
But, when you say Navy, glee club is not a [compatible] image... 
not much [image], is there? 
oh, I see. 
(continues) 
215 Tanaka: 
216 Lin: 
217 Tanaka: 
218 
219 
well, regarding the students at Navy college, at Stanton college, among the 
students at Stanton college, are they popular? 
It seems so. 
My image is, the students at Stanton college are very liberal, I have that 
image. 
and, students at Navy college are very, perhaps, conservative, right? 
and, if [you] say Navy college and Stanton college, [I] have the image that 
they might, like, fight, but 
(Sslaugh) 
220 Lin: Students xxx really conservative students xxx 
221 Tanaka: huh? 
222 Lin: ah, there are students with liberal [ideas] and the students with 
conservative [ideas], so= 
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223 Linsey: =Also. they don’t get out much. 
224 Lind & Danaj: (overlapping talk, incomprehensible) 
225 Linsey: They go nuts. 
(Ss laugh) 
226 Danaj: 
227 
228 Tanaka: 
229 
230 Lin: 
231 
232 Tanaka: 
233 Lin: 
(continues) 
In Navy college, there aren’t girls. 
In Stanton college, there aren’t boys, so it was very fun. <laugh> 
oh, I see <laugh> 
Good for you. 
But, [I] have a question. 
Ms. Linsey, why do you think there are ‘kyooryuu*’ between West Point 
and Stanton College? ((*incorrect pronunciation)) 
kooryuu*. ((*corrects pronunciation)) 
Kooryuul 
236 
237 Linsey: 
238 
239 Lin : 
(Ss laugh 
240 Linsey: 
(Continues 21 
Why, you know, like, those guys are always coming here? <laugh> 
There are ...many couples, exist, exist* ((*wrong verb choice)) 
We don’t get out much: they don’t get out much. 
That’s true. 
Why not!? 
more turns) 
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